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HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES-Tuesday, November 11, 1975 
The House met at 12 o'clock noon. 
The Chaplain, Rev. Edward G. Latch, 

D.D., offered the following prayer: 
My help cometh from the Lord, who 

made heaven and Earth.-Psalms 121: 2. 
Almighty God, Ruler of nations and 

Father of all people, we thank Thee for 
this our country-born in loxe~ nourished 
by faith, and led by those who sought 
freedom on these shores. To Thy loving 
care we commend the leaders of our 
Nation today-our President, our 
Speaker, Members of our Congress, and 
all who guide our governmental agencies. 
Grant unto them wisdom to know Thy 
will, courage to ·do it, and strength to 
support them in their endeavors for the 
good of all. 

Bless our people that are receptive to 
Thee and responding to the call for re
sponsible living that they may work to 
make our Nation gre t in goodness and 
good in her greatness. 

In the mood of the Master we pray. 
Amen. 

THE JOURNAL 
The SPEAKER. The Chair has exam

ined the Journal of the last day's pro
ceedings and announces to the House his 
approval thereof. 

Without objection, the Journal stands 
approved. 

There was no objection. 

MESSAGE FROM THE SENA 'q: 

A message from the Senate by Mr. 
Sparrow, one of its clerks, announced 
that Mr. PASTORE was appointed as a con
feree, on the part of the Senate, on the 
bill (H.R. 10029) entitled "An act mak
ing appropriations for military construc
tion for the Department of Defense for 
the fiscal year ending June 30, 1976, and 
the period ending September 30, 1976, 
and for other purposes." 

The message also announced that the 
Senate had passed bills of the. following 
titles, in which the concurrence of the 
House is requested: 

S. 690. An act for the relief of Sheila J. 
Phelps; and 

s. 1494. An act for the relief of Paul W. 
Williams. 

INTEMPERATE REMARKS OF ms 
COMMISSIONER CITED 

<Mr. MEZVINSKY asked and was 
given permission to address the Hous~ 
for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. MEZVINSKY. Mr. Speaker, in the 
November 5, 197.5, issue of the Los 
Angeles Times, Donald Alexander, Com
missioner of the Internal Revenue Serv
ice, referred to members of congressional 
oversight committees as "faceless liars" 
and "a small goon squad of congressional 
Investigators." As a. member of one of 
those committees-the Government Op-

erations Subcommittee on Commerce, 
Consumer and Monetary Affairs-! am 
personally offended by his intemperate 
remarks. The Members of Congress have 
earned better treatment than to be pub
licly ridiculed for fulfilling their con
gressional mandate to oversee the agen
cies they create. 

The accusations of Mr. Alexander are 
in reaction to widespr~ad criticism levied 
against the Internal Revenue Service and 
the congressional investigations in
stituted in response to those allegations. 
These are serious charges, Mr. Speaker, 
and I will take additional time this after
noon to speak to them more specifically. 

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON 
RULES TO FILE CERTAIN PRIV
ILEGED REPORTS 
Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Rules may have until midnight to
night to file certain privileged reports. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Florida? 

There was no objection. 

UNITED NATIONS RESOLUTION 
ON ZIONISM 

(Mr. PEPPER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute.) 

Mr. PEPPER. Mr. Speaker, the last 
address I ever heard from Sir Winston 
Churchill was in the Guild Hall in Lon
don at a dinner of the American Bar As
sociation in, I believe, 1957. Then, that 
great and wise man said that if the 
United Nations did not in some way 
prevent the small nations, who have in
significant populations and power, but 
the same vote as the great nations with 
their great power, from continuing to 
exercise the arbitrary authority they had 
previously exercised, it was going to lead 
toward the disruption and perhaps de
struction of the United Nations. 

There never was a greater vindication 
of the wisdom of this great man than 
yesterday, when the United Nations As
sembly, under the whip of the Commu
nist and Arab nations, put together the 
small nations of that body to adopt a 
monstrous resolution proclaiming the 
falsehood that Zionism is the equivalent 
of racism. 

We join with Ambassador Moynihan in 
denouncing that resolution. We hope 
that the Assembly will purge itself of this 
perversion and will cease to endanger the 
survival of that great organization by 
such monstrous activity. 

UNITED NATIONS RESOLUTION ON 
ZIONISM 

<Mr. LEVIT AS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 

minute and to revise and extend hl• 
remarks.) 

Mr. LEVITAS. Mr. Speaker, I have in 
my nostrils this morning the acrid 
stench of the smokestacks of the crema
toria at Auschwitz. I hear in my ears the 
groans of the martyrs in the Warsaw 
ghetto, because on yesterday, when the 
United Nations adopted that odious 
falsehood that zionism is equivalent to 
racism, those odors were smelled and 
those sounds were heard. 

There was an attempt yesterday to give 
legal, international sanction to the anti
Semitic lie. These little men, these vicious 
men, shall fail. Where Pharaoh, Nebu
chadnezzar, Haman, Torquemada, Hitler, 
and Stalin have failed, these shameful 
people shall also fail. By their efforts 
they have joined the list of those ignoble 
persecutors whose names fill some of the 
most sordid _pages of history. 

I suggest that future U.S. participation 
in the United Nations must now seriously 
be reexamined until this immoral lie has 
been expunged from the annals of the 
United Nations. 

The failure of the United States and 
other peoples to act to cleanse the United 
Nations of this corruption would seriously 
jeopardize the useful continuation of 
that body. It cannot continue with this 
taint on its conscience and in its records. 

History should have taught us that 
oppression of peoples, religious hatred, 
racial discrimination, and national sup
pression lead only to violence, bloodshed, 
and war, and, in the final chapter, justice 
ultimately triumphs in any event because 
of the efforts of good and decent people. 

I trust that this body will promptly ini
tiate those actions necessary to reverse 
the decision of the U.N. in the name of 
our basic American ideals for the sake of 
justice and human decency and inter
national morality. 

UNITED NATIONS RESOLUTION ON 
ZIONISM 

<Mr. FASCELL asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, the U.N. 
vote equating Zionism with racism is a 
deplorable act. It sets a dangerous prece
dent which in the minds of many may 
call into question the ability of the U.N. 
to continue to play a constructive role 
in building world peace. It specifically 
adds fuels to the flames of prejudice and 
misunderstanding which have made it 
so difficult to attain peace in the Middle 
East and it does so at a time when at 
long last real progress toward peace had 
begun to be made. 

It is unfortunate that under an appar
ent threat of blackmail so many nations 
of the third world have had to discard 
their good judgment in order to placate 
the fanaticism of some Arab States. 'Ib.e 
United States wlll have to evaluate this 
U.N. vote along with other disturbing 
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trends in the world organization. While 
such a review is being made the United 
States must continue to promote the 
cause of peace and moderation in the 
U.N. and elsewhere for what really coun~ 
are the actions of other nations and their 
people and not political rhetoric catering 
to the least common denominator in 
world politics. 

UNITED NATIONS RESOLUTION 
ON ZIONISM 

<Mrs. HOLT asked and was given per
mission to address the House for 1 min
ute and to revise and extend her re
marks.) 

Mrs. HOLT. Mr. Speaker, yesterday's 
vote by the United Nations to equate 
Zionism with racism is another example 
of the continuing decline of this inter
national organization. 

Like the majority of my colleagues, 
I abhor the passage of this unconscion
able resolution and support the position 
of the United States delegation in vigor
ously opposing it. In addition to its po
tential disastrous effects on thP. delicate 
Mideast situation, this vote is dramatic 
and irrefutable evidence of the hypo
critical and unprincipled nature of many 
of the members of the United Nations. 

This vote must cause the Congress 
and the administration to seriously con
sider the advisability of continued U.S. 
participation in the United Nations. In 
October of this year the U.N. celebrated 
its 30th birthday. I submit that the time 
has come to review its record over the 
past three decades and ma~e fundame~
tal decisions as to the consolStency of this 
record with U.S. national interests. 

This organization which sprung forth 
with great promise from the rubble of 
World War II is, in my opinion, cur
rently grossly deficient in achieving the 
lofty objectives of its charter. Interna
ti'onal understanding has been replaced 
by petty jealousy; a forum for discus
sion has degenerated into a carnival of 
recrimination; and dedication to free
dom and justice and peace has been sup
planted by hostility toward the United 
States and its allies. Worse yet, the 
Ameri'can taxpayer is financing a large 
portion of the costs of this institution 
which has turned against us. 

Mr. Speaker, the Congress must 
shoulder the responsibility in the months 
ahead of evaluating the United Nations 
and the U.S. future in it. 

STATEMENT ON THE GENERAL AS
SEMBLY VOTE ON THE "ZIONISM 
IS A FORM OF RACISM" RESOLU
TION 
(Mr. COHEN asked and was given per

mission to addreSs the House for 1 min
ute, to revise and extend his remarks 
and include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. COHEN. Mr. Speaker, the ap
proval by the General Assembly yester
day of a resolution branding Zionism as 
a form of "racism and racial discrimina
tion" seriously diminishes the United 
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Nations and its ability to deal with the 
difficult problems of a complex world. 
The action not only violates the spirit 
of the U.N. Charter, it undermines the 
basis for continuing U.S. support for the 
global forum. 

The distortion of language is the pre
cursor and preconditioner to a debase
ment of values. In George Orwell's 
"1984" a new language appeared. called 
newspeak which was developed to ac
commodate the means and ends of totali
tarianism. It taught that "war is peace," 
"love is hate," "freedom is slavery," and 
"ignorance is wisdom." And now the 
United Nations General Assembly would 
have us believe the invidious assertion 
that "Zionism is racism." 

Let us never accept the tortur.3d and 
deceitful formula that 2+2=5. 

I do not believe that steadfastness in 
the pursuit of security and survival can 
be called racism. The State of Israel, 
sanctioned and brought into being by the 
U.N. 28 years ago, has a right to survive. 
Until the Arab States recognize that 
right, there can be no peace in the Mid
dle East. Furthermore, use of the U.N. 
organization as a weapon against Israel 
can only weaken the U.N. and heighten 
the chance for a renewed Middle East 
conflict that will serve the best interests 
of neither side. 

U.N. ACTION CONCERNING ISRAEL 
<Mr. O'NEILL asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I, too, join 
my colleagues in deploring and condemn
ing the action taken in the United Na
tions last evening concerning Israel. We 
sent to our Ambassador to the United 
Nations a resolution cosponsored by 434 
Members of this body opposing the reso
lution equating Zionism with racism. 

Mr. Speaker, I would support a hear
ing in this Congress concerning what 
future role our Government should play 
in the United Nations. I fear trouble 
ahead in the funding of this interna
tional organization. We should also dis
cuss the future of the United Nations. 

I would hope for no abrupt cancella
tions until a complete study by the Con
gress has been made. There have been 
some organizations within the United 
Nations which have done a good job
UNICEF, the Economic and Social Coun
cil, Human Rights, Technical Assistance, 
and other organizations. 

It is apparent to me that the actions 
of the third world ~ountries, in conjunc
tion with the Arab world, and in some 
instances with the Communist world, 
could cauEe the United Nations to dis
integrate into another League of Nations. 
It gives one cause to despair how useful 
the U.N. can continue to be. 

U.N. VOTE 0~ ZIONISM 
<Mr. BROOMFIELD asked and was 

given permission to address the House 

for 1 minute and to revise and extend 
his remarks.) 

Mr. BROOMFIELD. Mr. Speaker, this 
is not an easy statement for me to make. 
For almost two decades as a Cor.gress
man and a member of the Committee 
on International Relations, I have sup
ported the United Nations. In 1967 I was 
privileged to serve as U.S. Ambassador 
to the 22d General Assembly and had 
the opportunity to observe firsthand the 
workings of the organization, its ac
complishments, its potential, and its 
problems. 

It is with a heavy heart and mixed 
emotions that I rise today to suggest that 
the United Nations, one of the noblest 
visions of the 20th century, has been 
seized by a suicidal impulse. In the wake 
of last night's vote on Zionism, it is diffi
cult to escape the observation that the 
U.N. has run amok and has virtually 
destroyed its last vestige of utility to the 
.international community. Continued, 
conscious abuse of the organization will 
lead inevitably to its disintegration, 
mocking the precepts on which it was 
founded. 

A responsible United Nations could, 
and should, have an important role to 
play in an increasingly interdependent 
world. Ideally, the organization should 
provide all nations with an alternative 
to confrontation, an arena in which dif
ferences can be hammered out before 
they reach the stage of conflict, a forum 
in which the international community 
can search for consensus. 

Today we are confronted, instead, with 
the hideous spectacle of an international 
organization out of control; we see votes 
bargained and purchased in favor of 
meaningless, senseless unenforceable res
olutions with no purpose except to em
barrass certain member states. The valu
able work of the U.N. specialized agen
cies-WHO and UNESCO are but two 
examples-have become tainted with 
partisan political considerations. The 
organization's accomplishments of the 
past are dwarfed today by petty bicker
ing, invective, and overbearing arro
gance. 

Last night's pitiful resolution equating 
Zionism with racism has no more effect 
than a resolution stating that the Sun 
revolves around the Earth. It is signifi
cant only to the extent that it bears testi
mony to the intellectual and moral bank
ruptcy of the organization, the depths to 
which the United Nations has fallen. 

The time has come, Mr. Speaker, for 
the United States to reassess its posture 
toward the United Nations. I seriously 
question whether it is in our national in
terest to continue to provide the largest 
measure of support to an organization 
that has lost all semblance of relevance 
and all contact with reality. 

Mr. Speaker, I have no specific pro
posals to make at this time, but it is ap
parent that the United States is called 
upon to react to the spectacle in New 
York. Let us take some time to measure 
and consider our reaction, but let us in· 
sure that it is forceful and effective. 
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PERMISSION FoR COMMITTEE ON 
WAYS AND MEANS TO HAVE UN
TIL MIDNIGHT, NOVE·MBER 12, 
1975, TO FILE A REPORT ON H.R. 
10612 
Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Ways and Means may have until mid
night, November 12, 1975, to file a report 
along with any additional or dissenting 
views, on H.R. 10612, a bill to reform the 
tax laws of the United States, the "Tax 
Reform Act of 1975." 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Oregon? 

There was no objection. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
<Mr. MIKVA asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. MIKVA. Mr. Speaker, I was un
able to be present during the Monday, 
November 10, 1975, session of the House 
of Representatives because I was asked 
to speak before the Bicentennial Con
vention of the Union of American He
brew Congregations 'on the; critical eco
nomic issues facing the country. Had I 
been present, I would have voted "aye" 
on H.R. 10035 establishing the District 
of Columbia Judicial Conference, and on 
H.R. 4287, providing additional law 
clerks for the District of Columbia Court 
of Appeals, and on H.R. 9958 transferring 
real property from the United States to 
the District of Columbia Redevelopment 
Land Agency. However, I would have 
voted "no" on H.R 10041 which retained 
the Federal enclave provisions of the 
Home Rule Act. I also would have voted 
"aye" on H.R. 6461 providing long-term 
financing of the Corporation for Public 
Broadcasting. 

SUSPICION OF UNITED NATIONS 
GROWS 

<Mr. FLOWERS asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. FLOWERS. Mr. Speaker, I join 
with my colleagues and cbndemn with 
every breath in my body the action of the 
United Nations yesterday. It seems to me, 
however, that the actions of that organi
zation should have brought down the 
wrath of this Congress some time ago. 

Some of our colleagues who will speak 
out most forcefully against this latest 
in a long series of insults and irrespon
sible acts were as recently as a few weeks 
ago urging this House to overturn our 
policy on Rhodesia because of U.N. 
sanctions , against that country, Mr. 
Speaker, I do not like this latest resolu
tion any more than the former one. In 
fact, along with many of my colleagues, 
I am hard pressed to find a ray of sun
shine in the dark and ominous clouds of 

U.N. activity. In any event, I would say 
to our new disapproving colleagues, 
"Welcome to the club" from those of us 
who have for some time been suspect of 
the United Nations and our continued 
participation in it. 

Mr. Speaker, I think at a bare minimum 
this Congress and this Government 
ought to consider at least our continued 
role in the United Nations and also 
whether we should continue to support 
its headquarters here in the United 
States. 

Mr. DAVIS. Mr. Speaker, will the gen
tleman yield? 

Mr. FLOWERS. I yield to the gentle
man from South Carolina. 

Mr. DAVIS. Mr. Speaker, I would like 
to concur with the remarks of the gen
tleman from Alabama <Mr. FLowERS). 
Also, may I say at this point- that, with 
the tremendous foreign aid bill that has 
been sponsored by the administration, 
the Committee on International Rela
tions most certainly look at the actions of 
our friends who voted the way they did 
yesterday when we begin to dole out the 
American dollar. I strongly suggest that 
we delete every penny for every country 
who either voted in favor of the resolu
tion or abstained. We can no longer re
main silent and be pushed around by 
these tiny upstarts who seek to make a 
mockery of our way of life while we pay 
for it. 

FOREIGN AID CHRISTMAS LIST 
<Mr. DOWNEY of New York asked 

and was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. DOWNEY of New York. Mr. 
Speaker, I would like to add my voice 
to those of the Members who have con
demned what happened yesterday in the 
U.N. 

I would like to say that with respect 
to additional foreign aid for those coun
tries who supported that resolution, they 
should be aware of the feeling in the 
Congress during this Christmas season. 
We will be making a list and checking it 
twice to determine who has been 
naughty and nice. Mr. Speaker I sug
gest that those who voted for the U.N. 
resolution belong in the former cate
gory. 

QUESTIONING THE PRIVILEGE OF 
HOSTING UNITED NATIONS 

(Mr. ROUSSELOT asked and was 
given permission to address the House for 
1 minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Mr. Speaker, I, too, 
am concerned about the actions of the 
United Nations. Many of us have been 
concerned about a great number of its 
actions for many years, primarily because 
we have serious doubts that the United 
Nations Charter really protects freedom 
or provides genuine peace. 

So I am pleased that this current U.N. 
resolution has finally brought out to the 
House more clearly the necessity for re
considering our support of "the House 
that Hiss built." 

Maybe it is time to move the United 
Nations to another country and allow 
somebody else to have the privilege of 
having this organization within the 
bounds of their country. I am delighted 
to see that many of my colleagues have 
now seen the light and realize that this 
is not truly a democratically conceived 
organization. 

Mr. Speaker, the United Nations has 
not been an instrument of peace. The 
United Nations has not truly contrib
uted to peace around the world, in fact, 
the opposite has been the case. I hope 
we do in fact, terminate our general sup
port of the so-called peacemaking 
tOrganization, now. 

U.N. RESOLUTION CONDEMNED 
<Mr. LONG of Maryland asked and 

was given permission to address the 
House for 1 minute and to revise and 
extend his remarks.) 

Mr. LONG of Maryland. Mr. Speaker, 
I rise to condemn those countries in the 
United Nations who voted for the res
olution equating Zionism and racism. 
I was proud that Ambassador Moynihan 
spoke strongly on behalf of those who 
espouse the Zionist philosophy and their 
right to freedom of thought. 

Ambassador Moynihan touched on a 
key point--U.S. financial support of the 
United Nations. 

Though a U.S. withdrawal from the 
U.N. might at first blush appear attrac
tive, our empty chair would have no 
voice and no veto on behalf of our 
friends and our own interests. The se
curity of our 200 American technicians 
in the Sinai and the current truces be
tween Israel and its neighbors relies on 
5,000 U.N. troops, who would, if we with
drew, be beyond our influence. 

But we are not without recourse. This 
year, we have already voted $150 mll
lion to meet our assessment as a U.N. 
member. Though it is too late for Con
gress to reduce that sum, new appropri
ations will come before us for fiscal1977. 
And we have not yet appropriated our 
voluntary contributions-which last 
year totaled $125 million. This year's 
administration request is for $169 mil
lion. 

As a Member of the Foreign Opera
tions Appropriations Subcommittee, 
which votes both bilateral foreign aid 
and voluntary U.N. contributions, I 
pledge that every request will be closely 
examined in light of this vote on Zion
ism. Those nations voting to equate 
Zionism with racism should, if it is con
sistent with our national interests, be 
cut off from the benefits of our for
eign aid and our voluntary contribu
tions. 

The United States has too long and 
too proud a history of generosity and 
tolerance to start condoning, even by 
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inaction, the demagogery witnessed 
yesterday at U.N. headquarters. 

U.N. SHOULD BECOME INSTRUMENT 
FOR PEACE 

<Mrs. FENWICK asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her 
remarks.) 

Mrs. FENWICK. Mr. Speaker, I join 
with my colleagues in the strongest con
demnation of what we have seen in the 
general assembly of the United Nations, 
an organization that we had hoped would 
be an instrument of peace in the world 
and, more than that, an organization de
voted to principle, exerting moral force, 
rather than physical force, in the affairs 
of nations. 

I think that all of us are bitterly dis
appointed and outraged at what we have~ 
seen and I only hope that this will not 
mov~ us 1 inch from our determination 
to make this organization what it should 
be-an instrument for peace. 

I hope that it will not move us 1 inch 
from the direction in which we know we 
have to go, which is forward in an or
derly world that exists on principles of 
justice and law. 

Mr. Speaker, that is what I hope this 
very damaging action of the U.N. will 
bring about in the hearts and minds of 
the people of this Nation. 

THE UNITED STATES SHOULD CUT 
ITS CONTRIBUTION TO THE 
UNITED NATIONS 
(Mr. DEVINE asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. DEVINE. Mr. Speaker, we are 
hearing a lot of moaning and groaning 
and gnashing of teeth and wringing of 
hands here today about the U.N. 

The majority leader <Mr. O'NEn.L) 
made reference to the letter with 434 
Members against the resolution, and I 
was one of the signators. 

I guess it took the Zionist racist reso-
1ution to pinpoint the U.N. irresponsi
bilities and get the attention of the Mem
bers. A number of us around here have 
been talking about this organization for 
quite a period of time. It has resolved 
itself into nothing more than an inter
national debating society. It has utterly 
failed year in and year out in its peace
keeping operation. 

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I wQuld hope 
that the Members who are up here de
ploring this action will, when the time 
comes to vote on the contribution of the 
United States for this organization, use 
their heads and reduce the share of the 
United States, because we have been 
much too generous over the years. 

I do not think that we should neces
t~arily abolish the United Nations, but we 
should put it in the proper perspective, 
and not yield so much to all of these 
pipsqueak nations that have the same 
vote as we do. 

REQUEST FOR CONSIDERATION OF 
HOUSE CONCURRENT RESOLU
TION, 475, PROVIDING FOR CON
DEMNATION OF RESOLUTION OF 
U.N. GENERAL ASSEMBLY EQUAT
ING ZIONISM WITH RACISM AND 
PROVIDING FOR HEARINGS TO 
REASSESS FURTHER U.S. PAR
TICIPATION IN U.N. GENERAL AS
SEMBLY 

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I send to 
the desk a concurrent resolution (H. 
Con. Res. 475) and ask unanimous con
sent for its immediate consideration. 

The Clerk read the concurrent resolu
tion, as follows: 

H. CoN. RES. 475 
Concurrent resolution relating to the United 

Nations and Zionism 
Whereas the United States, as a. founder 

of the United Nations Organization has a. 
fundamental interest in promoting the pur
poses and principles for which that organi
zation was created; and 

Whereas in Article I of the Charter of the 
United Nations the stated purpose of the 
United Nations include: 

"To achieve international cooperation in 
solving international problems of an eco
nomic, social, cultural, or humanitarian 
character, and in promoting and encourag
ing respect for human rights and for funda
mental freedoms for all without distinction 
as to race, sex, language or rellgion;" and 

Whereas the General Assembly of the 
United Nations decided to launch on Decem
ber 10, 1973, a. Decade of Action to Combat 
Racism and Racial Discrimination and a. pro
gram of action which the United States sup
ported and in which it desires to participate; 
and 

Whereas the United Nations General As
sembly on November 10, 1975 adopted a. res
olution which describes Zionism as a. form of 
racism thereby identifying it as a. target of 
the Decade for Action to Combat Racism and 
and Discrimination; and · 

Whereas the extension of the program of 
the Decade to include a campaign against 
Zionism brings the United Nations to a. point 
of encouraging anti-Semitism, one of the 
oldest and most virulent forms of racism 
known to human history; now, therefore, 
be it 

Resolved, That the House of Representa
tives (the Senate concurring), sharply con
demns the resolution adopted by the General 
Assembly on November 10, 1975 in that said 
resolution encourages anti-Semitism by 
wrongly associating and equating Zionism 
with racism and racial discrimination, 
thereby contradicting a. fundamental pur
pose of the United Nations Charter; and 
be it 

Resolved, That the Congress strongly op
poses any form of participation by the United 
States Government in the Decade for Action 
to Combat Racism and Racial Discrimina
tion so long as that Decade and program 
remain distorted and compromised by the 
aforementioned resolution naming Zionism 
as one of the targets of that struggle; and 
be it 

Resolved, That the Congress calls for an 
energetic effort by all those concerned with 
the adherence of the United Nations to the 
purposes stated in its Charter to obtain re
consideration of the aforementioned resolu
tion With a view to removing the subject of 
Zionism, which is a national but in no way 
a. racist philosophy, from the context ot any 
programs and discussions focusing on racism 
or racial discrimination; and be it further 

Resolved, That the Committee on Interna
tional Relations and the Committee on For
eign Relations begin hearings immediately to 
reassess the United States further partic
ipation in the United Nations General 
Assembly. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

Mr. RHODES. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, and I certainly shall 
not object, it is niy privilege and my 
honor to join with the distinguished ma
jority leader in the presentation of this 
concurrent resolution. 

There seems to be no doubt as to the 
necessity for this resolution. The 
General Assembly of the United Nations 
has seen fit to adopt a resolution which 
states that Zionism is racism. This body 
has previously adopted a resolution con
demning such action. 

Certainly this body and this Govern
ment can have no part of any such 
proceeding. 

I congratulate the majority leader for 
offering this resolution and it is my priv
ilege and honor to join with him in spon
soring it. 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva
tion of objection. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mas
sachusetts? 

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Mr. Speaker, re
serving my right to object, I would like 
to ask the majority leader if I heard the 
reading of the concurrent resolution cor- . 
rectly in that, it calls for a reappraisal of 
whether this country should be part of 
the General Assembly? And if that is the 
import of this concurrent resolution, 
while I sympathize otherwise with its ob
jectives, I would be constrained to object 
to the immediate consideration of it. 

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, if the gen
tleman will yield, I would ask unanimous 
consent that the last paragraph of the 
concurrent resolution be reread so that 
the gentleman from Wisconsin will un
derstand exactly what is contained in the 
concurrent resolution. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mas
sachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Resolved, That the Committee on Interna

tional Relations and the Committee on For
eign Relations begin hearings immediately to 
reassess the United States further participa
tion in the United Nations General Assembly. 

Mr. KASTENMEIER. Mr. Speaker, I 
object. 

The SPEAKER. Objection is heard. 

TIME FOR REVIEW OF U.N. FINAN
CIAL SUPPORT 

(Mr. FRENZEL asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.> 

Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Speaker, yesterday 
at the United Nations, the General As
sembly voted in favor of resolutions that 
glorified anti-Semitism and terrorism. 
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Our U.S. Ambassador correctly described 
previous such resolutions as "obscene" 
and yesterday's resolutions as "in
famous." 

The U.N. is now controlled by essen
tially nondemocratic states which regu
larly endorse terrorism as a desirable life 
style. Therefore, the time has come for 
this country to review its financial sup
port of all U.N. activities. I urge the ad
ministration and the appropriate com
mittees of this Congress to examine our 
contributions and to make recommenda
tions for general reductions and specific 
eliminations. 

I do not recommend that we resign 
from the U.N., but I strongly urge that 
we do not financially endorse the kind of 
outrageous conduct that is becoming 
commonplace at the U.N. In addition, I 
urge the same kind of review of our for
eign assistance program, including secu
rity assistance, and of our contributions 
to international development agencies, 
and of any specialized tariff preferences 
to developing nations. 

I do riot urge massive economic 
retribution against every country 
which takes a different point of view 
from our own. However, in view of our 
very heavy moral and financial commit
ment to peace in the Mideast, I do not 
believe we ought to be giving aid and 
comfort to those countries which are 
continuously wrecking our efforts to 
achieve that peace. 

Mr. Speaker, I have been a strong sup
·porter of the U.N. and of our financial 
commitment to the U.N. If, however, the 
U.N. is to be the international public 
playpen for nonelected heads of regimes 
created or sustained by terrorism, then 
we have no choice other than to show 
our disapproval as strongly and in as 
many ways as possible. 

CALL OF THE HOUSE 
Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of Califor

nia. Mr. Speaker, I make the point of 
order that a quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is 
not present. 

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I move a 
call of the House. 

A call of the House was ordered. 
The call was taken by electronic de

vice, and the following Members failed 
to respond: 

[Roll No. 685] 
Addabbo Eshleman 
Ambro Fary 
Andrews, N.C. Fraser 
Andrews, Gude 

N. Dak. Harrington 
Ashley Harsha 
AuCoin Hawkins 
Biaggi Hebert 
Blanchard Hefner 
Brown, Mich. Heinz 
Buchanan Hillis 
Burton, Phillip Hinshaw 
Cederberg Holland 
Chappell Jarman 
Chisholm Karth 
Clay Kelly 
Cleveland Kindness 
Conyers Long, La. 
Danielson Lott 
de la Garza McCloskey 
Dellums McEwen 
Diggs McHugh 
Drinan McKinney 
Early Mathis 
Esch Metcalfe 

Michel 
Mollohan 
Moorhead, Pa. 
Mosher 
Murphy, Til. 
Nolan 
O'Hara 
Patman, Tex. 
Pike 
Quie 
Rees 
Riegle 
Risenhoover 
Rosenthal 
Ruppe 
Schroeder 
Stuckey 
Traxler 
Udall 
Van Deerlin 
Walsh 
Wiggins 
Wilson, Bob 
Wolff 
Young, Fla. 

The SPEAKER. On this rollcall 359 

Members have recorded their presence by 
electronic device, a quorum. 

By unanimous consent, further pro
ceedings under the call were dispensed 
with. 

ZIONIST RESOLUTION 
(Mr. WOLFF asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his 
remarks.) 

Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Speaker, I take this 
time to comment on the objection to dis
cussion on the concurrent resolution 
placed before the House by the distin
guished majority and minority leaders. 
It seems strange to me that the gentle
man from Wisconsin objected to our dis
cussion of this resolution. 

The entire question of U.S. participa
tion in the General Assembly has been 
brought to a head by the approval of a 
resolution equating Zionism with racism. 
However, I would like to remind my col
leagues that this is merely the latest ex
ample of irresponsible actions taken by 
the General Assembly over the past few 
years. That body has strayed far beyond 
the scope intended by the U.N. Charter. 
While I certainly do not support the 
apartheid policies of the Government of 
South Africa, I feel that the General As
sembly far exceeded its powers in deny
ing that Government representation in 
the Assembly. Legal opinions handed 
down by the U.N. legal counsel support 
this. In addition, the General Assembly, 
in granting observer status to the PLO, 
limiting Israel's rights to participate in 
debate on the Middle East, and in other 
actions, has turned the Assembly from a 
body geared to peace and reconciliation 
of disputes toward being an instrument 
of unrest. 

I strongly feel that there should be no 
objection to the Congress taking a long, 
hard look at our participation in the 
General Assembly. Beyond this, I feel 
that our Nation should refuse to associ
ate itself with this body as long as it 
continues in its irresponsible ways. Ac
cordingly, I have introduced a measure 
suspending U.S. participation in the Gen
eral Assembly, and withholding that 
amount of our financial contribution that 
goes toward its support. My legislation 
would in no way affect U.S. participation 
in the Security Council and other organs 
of the U.N., but would make it clear that 
the United States will not tolerate, nor 
participate in, irresponsibility. 

STATEMENT BY REPRESENTATIVE 
BELLA ABZUG ON U.N. VOTE ON 
ISRAEL 
<Ms. ABZUG asked and was given 

permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend her 
remarks.) 

Ms. ABZUG. Mr. Speaker, the credi
bility of the United Nations as a force 
for world peace has been dealt almost 
irreparable damage by this outrageous 
action. 

By its vote, the U.N. General Assembly 
is in effect calling for the destruction of 
a member state. From peacemaker, it has 
changed to warmaker, from a forum for 
world tolerance and understanding, it 

has changed into an inciter of worldwide 
anti-Semitism and a renewal of violence 
against the state of Israel. 

Those who have steamrollered this vote 
cannot have it both ways: They cannot 
pervert the goal of the United Nations 
and at the same time expect that the 
American people will continue to be its 
financial mainstay. They should be a ware 
that all but one Member of the -House of 
Representatives have stated their opposi
tion to the U.N. action. 

It is the ultimate in hypocrisy that the 
vote branding Zionism as racism should 
have been pushed by third world nations 
that themselves are products of the 
struggle of national liberation to over
come racist colonialism. 

They know very well that Zionism is 
not racism; it is rather the successful na
tional struggle of the Jewish people, who 
Jor 2,000 years have been the victims of 
racism. They have been exiled from their 
land, ghettoized, repressed, and ultimate
ly massacred. Unlike the single-party 
Arab states where Jews and dissenters are 
repressed, jailed, or driven out, Israel is a 
democracy in which a half million Arabs 
have the same rights as other citizens, 
where other religions exist side by side 
with the Jewish religion. 

Those who espouse the anti-Jewish 
cause choose to ignore the fact today 
that it was horror at the Nazi annihila
tion of millions of Jews and others that 
led to the creation of the United Nations. 
It is morally repugnant that words culled· 
from the propaganda of Joseph Goebbels 
should now suddenly be transformed into 
the ultimate expression of anticolonial
ist chic. The anti-Israel forces should 
know that the words they use have a 
double edge: Tomorrow the same words 
can be used to justify the murder of 
Asians, Africans, or Latin Americans. 

And therein lies the ultimate danger to 
world peace. The United Nations resolu
tion sets the precedent for sanctioning 
the destruction of any nation with pow
erful enemies. Which national existence 
is safe, which people secure if a technical 
majority in the Assembly can approve a 
hate-filled statement directed at the 
survival of a tiny nation? 

I hope and believe there will be a world 
outcry against this despicable action. 
The member states of the U.N. must re
consider and rescind what they have 
done, or be prepared to accept the con
sequences. The U.N. has no future if it 
is to be permanently captured by inciters 
of violence and anti-Semitism. 

CONFERENCE REPORT ON H.R. 8365, 
DEPARTMENT OF TRANSPORTA
TION AND RELATED AGENCIES 
APPROPRIATIONS, 1976 
Mr. McFALL. Mr. Speaker, I call up 

the conference report on the bill <H.R. 
8365) making appropriations for the 
Department of Transportation and re
lated agencies for the fiscal year ending 
June 30, 1976, and the period ending 
September 30, 1976, and for other pur
poses, and ask unanimous consent that 
the statement of the managers be read 
in lieu of the report. 

The Clerk read the title of the bill. 
The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 

the request of the gentleman from Cali
fornia? 
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There was no objection. 
The Clerk read the statement. 
<For conference report and statement, 

see proceedings of the House of Novem
ber 6, 1975.) 

Mr. McFALL (during the reading). 
Mr. Speaker, I ask uanimous consent to 
dispense with further reading of the 
statement. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cali
fornia? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 

California <Mr. McFALL) is recognized 
for 30 minutes. 

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Speaker, the confer
ence agreement on the transportation 
appropriations bill is a good one. In a 
few instances, after considering all per
tinent factors, we are recommending 
that programs go forward at a faster rate 
than is proposed in the budget. These 
few increa.ses, however, are more than 
o-ffset by reductions in other parts of the 
bill. 

The $3,978,924,775 of new budget au
thority included in the bill for fiscal year 
1976 is $91,070,000 less than the budget 
request. In addition, appropriations to 
liquidate contract authorizations have 

been reduced by $13,238,000. The net ef
fect of these actions on current year ex
penditures is a reduction of about $86 
million below the budget. 

The bill is $234,511,000 more than when 
it left the House. Part of this increase is 
accounted for by the fact that the Sen
ate considered an additional $105,010,000 
of budget estimates which were not con
sidered by the House. The other major 
increase over the House bill is $90 mil
lion for rail transportation improvement 
and employment. 

The House conferees did agree to a $20 
million increase in the limitation on obli
gations for highway safety grants. A13 
stated in the conference report, we be
lieve these additional funds should be 
used to emphasize high priority safety 
programs. The effort to reduce drunk 
driving remains among these high prior
ities, and is joined now in the States by 
new opportunities for life saving and a 
new enforcement challenge raised by the 
national mandatory 55-mile-per-hour 
speed limit. 

The conference agreement also pro
vides $970,721,939in new budget author
ity for the 3-month transition period 
ending September 30, 1976. This amount 
is $26,787,000 less than the budget 
estimates. 

There are a couple of other items 
which are not part of the conference 
report which I know you are interested 
in. These items will be voted on separate
ly after the conference report is adopted. 

The first major item in technical dis
agreement is the funding for rail trans
portation improvement and employment. 
On this item, I intend to offer a motion 
to provide $90 million for fiscal year 
1976 and $18 million for the transition 
period to be available only upon the en
actment of authorizing legislation. 

The other controversial item is Senate 
amendment No. 50 which limits obliga
tions to be incurred under certain high
way programs to $9 billion for the 15-
month period ending September 30, 1976. 
On this item, I intend to offer a motion 
to concur in the Senate amendment. 

A13 I indicated previously, neither of 
these two items are part of the confer
ence report. They will be voted on sep
arately after the vote on the conference 
report. 

In summary, I think it is important to 
point out that this b111 is $91 mlllion 
below the budget. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge that the confer
ence report be agreed to. I insert at this 
point a table in the RECORD giving the 
conference figures in detail: 

New BA 
enacted New BA New BA NewBA 

Senate 
1976/transition 

New BA 
conference 

1976/transition 

Conference 
compared with 

fiscal year 
1975/enacted 

Conference 
compared with 

new BA 
estimate 

Conference Conference 

TITLE I 

DEPARTMENT OF 
TRANSPORTATION 

Office of the Secretary 

fiscalr::~ estimates - House 
1976 transition 1976/transition 

salaries and expenses_____ __ ____ $30, 315,000 ~4. 415,000 $32,550,000 
Transition period_____ ___ ___ ___ _____ _______ _ 9, 395, 000 8, 930,000 

Transportation planning, re-
search, and development. . . __ _ 33, 420, 000 

Transition period _____ __________ __ _________ _ 
35, 000,000 
8, 600, 000 

27,000,000 
6, 750,000 

$32, 550, 000 
8, 930,000 

29,000,000 
7, 250, 000 

$32, 550, 000 +$2, 235, 000 
8, 930, 000 - -- ---- - - --- -- ---

28,000,000 -5, 420,000 
7, 000, 000 - -- --------- -----

compared with compared with 
House bill Senate bill 

-$I, 865,000 ----- -- ---------------------- ---
-465,000 - --- ----- -- ------ -- --- -- -- - -- - --

-7, 000, 000 +$1, 000,000 -$I, 000, 000 
-I, 600,000 +250, 000 -250,000 

Transportation Research Activi-
ties Overseas__ __ ______ _____ ___ __ _____ ______ _ 250, 000 250, 000 250, 000 250, 000 +250, 000 ---------------------- -------------------- --- - ---

Granf:-~~~!~~n foe;io~aturaT-&as-- -- -- --- --- -- ·- --- · · - ----- --- -- --- - -- -- -------- -- · -- -· ---- -- -- -- --- - --- --- -- ----- - -- - -- -- --- -------------- -- -- ---------- ------ -------- -- -- -- --- --
pipeline_s_afety___________ _____ I, 158, 000 1, 800, 000 I,500,000 I,800,000 I, 650, 000 +492,000 -150,000 +150,000 -I50,000 

Trans1t1on penod ___________ ____ _____________ ____ ____ _________ ___ ________ _____ _________ ______ _____ ____ __ __ ________ -- ---- ------------------ ---- -------- ------ ---- -------------

Tota'------ -- ---- ------ -- 64,893,000 
Transition period . . ____ ---------- ---- -- -- -

71, 465,000 
17, 995, 000 

6I 300, 000 
15,680, 000 

63,600,000 
I6, I80, 000 

62,450, 000 -2, 443, 000 
I5, 930,000 -- -- - ---- ---- -- --

-~ OI5,000 
-t.,065,000 

+I, I50, 000 
+250, 000 

-1,150,000 
-250, 000 

Acquisition, construction, and im-
provements_____ __ _____ ___ ___ 108,376,000 I65, 3IO, 000 I56, 100,000 I64, 568,000 156, IOO, 000 +47, 724,000 -9, 2IO, 000 ------- -- ---- -- --- -8,468, 000 

Transition period_____ ____ __ ____ _____ _____ __ I9, 000,000 I6, 160, 000 I9, 000,000 I6, 160,000 ------ - ----- ----- -2,840,000 --------- - -- --- --- -2, 840,000 
Alteration of bridges_ __ ___ ___ ___ 6, 562,000 6, 600,000 6, 500, 000 6, 500, 000 6I, 

6
s
2
oo, 

0
ooo -62,000 -_IOO, 000 ---- ----- ------ -- -- ------ -- -- - --

Transition period________ _____ _______ __ _____ 2, 050,000 I, 625, 000 I, 625,000 5 00 425 000 

:::i~~J:~;~~~I~~~~~-::::::_~-~-~---- -~~~~:~~~~:- 1\\.\\~.\~ 1\~·.\~.! I~~: \~\,~g I\I:o~.~ ~I:7b~5~.~ oo~oooog -_- -_- --- ~-+-~ ~-i--~-: ~--62_~~--~-· ~-~-~-o-~ ~-----~~ ~~ ~~ iiij~ ij~ ~~ ~~~~ ~~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~~~~~~ ~~~~ ~~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ ~ 
Transition period__ _______ _______ ____ ___ __ __ IO, 225,000 IO, I75, 000 I0,175, 000 -50 000 

Research, development, test, and · ' --- ---------- -- ---------- --- -- --
evaluation____ __ ____ __ ___ ____ I6, 887,000 20,652,000 18,600,000 I8,600,000 I8,600 000 +I 713 000 -2 052 000 

Tran~ition period.: ----- -- - - ------ - --- - ----- 5, 111,000 4, 650,000 4, 650,000 4, 650,000 - -------·- -- -·----- _:461: 000 :~::: : : ::: ::: : : : ::=~::::~:~~~~-= 
State boat1_n~satet;: assistance____ 5, 790,000 6, 000,000 5, 790,000 5, 790,000 5, 790,000 --- - ----- --- ----- -210,000 - - ------ - -- - - - - -- ---- ---- - ----~-

::~f~~~i~~~mm=m~~~~~m~~==~m~~: ~ ~~;:~;:;~:::;;~~m~m;~~~~~;~~;:~;:~:~~:;;:~;~;:::~:~~:;:;:~~~=~~~~iiiii~i~~=::=:~i~:~:~:Imii=Hm 
TotaL__ _______ ___ ___ ___ 93I, 6I2, 000 I, OBI, 28I, 775 I, 049,882,775 1, 072,816,775 1, 063, 993,775 +I32, 381, 7-75 -17,288, 000 +14, lll, 000 -8, 823, 000 
Transition period__ _____ ____ _____________ _ 273, 466,939 267,271,939 271,211,939 268,271,939 - - - -- - - -- - -- ----- -5, 195,000 + 1, 000,000 -2, 940 , 000 
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Federal Aviation Administration 

New BA 
enacted 

fiscal year 
1975 

New BA New BA 
estimates House 

1976/transition 1976/transition 

Operations _____________________ $1,419,500,000 $1,545,000,000 $1,522,000,000 
Transition period___________________________ 399,700,000 395,450,000 

Facilities, engineering, and devel-
opment_____________________ 11,821,000 13,000,000 12,000,000 

Transition period___________________________ 3, 100,000 2, 900,000 

New BA 
Senate 

1976/transition 

New BA 
conference 

1976/transition 

Conference 
compared with 

fiscal year 
1975/enacted 

$1, 528, 555, 000 $1, 525, 000, 000 +$105, 500, 000 
396,550,000 396,000,000 -----------------

12, 500, 000 12, 250, 000 +429, 000 
2, 950,000 2, 925,000 -----------------

November 11, 1975 

Conference 
compared with 

new BA 
estimate 

-$20, 000, 000 
-3,700,000 

-750,000 
-175,000 

Conference Conference 
compared with compared with 

House bill Senate bill 

+$3, 000, 000 
+550, 000 

+250,000 
+25,000 

- $3, 555, 000 
-550,000 

-250,000 
-25,000 

Facilities and equipment (Airport 

an~r~~sft~~nT~~~~~~~~!:::::==----~~~~~~~~-~-~~~~~~~~~~:::::::::~~=~===~=~==~~~~==~=~~::::::::::~::::::::::: ___ :~~~~-~~~~-~-=~::::::::::::~~=~:::::::::~~=~===~~~=~::::::::~: 
Research, engineering and devel-

opment (Airport and Airway 
Trust Fund)__________________ 57,900,000 

Transition period __ ------ __________________ _ 
Grants-in-aid for airports (Airport 
and Airway Trust Fund): Ap-

80,400,000 
22,700,000 

60,000,000 
15,000,000 

75,000,000 
20,800,000 

67, 500, 000 +9, 600, 000 
17,900,000 -----------------

-12, 900, 000 
-4,300,000 

+7,500,000 
+2, 900,000 

-7,500,000 
-2,900,000 

propriation to liquidate con-
tract authorization____________ (280, 000, 000) (320, 000, 000) (320, 000, 000) (320, 000, 000) (320, 000, 000) <+40, 000, 000)( _______________ )(----------------><------------> 

Transition period ___________ ( ______________ ) (49, 500, 000) (49, 500, 000) (49, 500, 000) (49, 500, 000)( _______________ )(---------------><----------------><------------> 
Operation and maintenance, Na-

tional Capital Airports______ ___ 16,310,000 17,700,000 17,527,000 17,527,000 17,527,000 +1, 217,000 
Transition period___________________________ 4, 500.000 4, 450,000 4, 450,000 4 450 000 -----------------

-173, 000 --------- ------------------·----
-50, 000 ------------------------- ---- ---

Construction, National Capital 
Airports:~------;------------- 5, 500,000 12, 100,000 11,625,000 11,625,000 11,625,000 +6,125, 000 -475,000 ----------- ----------- ----- · ----

Transition penod .. ____________ ••• ____ •• _. -···· __ . ___ ..• ____ .••... ____ .•.•.... ______ • ____ • ____ .....•.• _ --- •• _. ___ ------------------------------------- -------- ---------------

Tota'------------------- ~ 1, 738,309,000 1, 668,200,000 1, 623,152,000 1, 645,207,000 1, 633,902,000 -104,407,000 -34,298,000 
Transition period___________________________ 430,000,000 417,800,000 424,750,000 421,275,000 ----------------- -8,725,000 

+10, 750,000 -11,305,000 
+3, 475, 000 -3, 475, 000 

Federal Highway Administration 

Limitation on general operating 
expenses____________________ (131,200,000) (145,815,000) (141,480,000) (143,480,000) (142,480,000) (+11,280,000) (-3,335,000) (+1,000,000) (-1,000,000) 

Transition period ___________ ( ______________ ) (34, 716, 000) (33, 666, 000) (33, 666, 000) (33, 666, 000)( __________ _____ ) (-1, 050, 000)( ________________ )(------------> 
Motor carrier safety_____________ 6, 087,000 6, 779,000 6, 500,000 6, 500,000 6, 500,000 +413, 000 -279,000 --------------------------------

Transition period·-------------------------- 1, 695,000 1, 625,000 1, 625,000 1, 625,000 ----------------- -70,000 ------- -- ------------------- ----
Highway safety research and de-

velopm~n~------:------------- 8, 685,000 9, 135,000 9, 000,000 9, 000,000 9, 000,000 +315, 000 -135,000 --------------------------------Transition penod ••••• _. _. _. ___ • ________________________________ __ ___________________________________________ ..• -- •• -·-. -- ------------------------------ ---------------------
Highway beautification: 

Appropria~i~n--- - -:--------- 999,000 1, 031,000 1, 000,000 1, 000,000 1, 000,000 +1, 000 -31,000 --------------------------------TransitiOn penod _________________________________ ---- __________________________________ ------ __________________ ---- _____ • __ ---- •• _ •.• -----------------------------------
Appropriation to liquidate 

contract authorization •• ~-- (25, 000, 000) {44, 200, 000) (30, 000, 000) (30, 000, 000) (30, 000, 000) · (+5, 000, 000) ( -14,200, 000)( ________________ )( ------------> 
Transition period _______ ( ______________ ) (10, 000, 000) (7, 500, 000) (7, 500, 000) {7, 500, 000)(---------------> (-2, 500, 000)( •••• ------------><------------> 

Highway-related safety grants 
(appropriation to liquidate con· 
tract authorization)___________ (12, 000, 000) (20, 838, 000) (15, 000, 000) (15, 000, 000) 

Transition period ___________ ( ______________ ) (3, 000, 000) (3, 000, 000) (3, 000, 000) 
(15, 000, 000) ( +3, 000, 000) ( -5, 838, 000)( _________ -------><------------> 
(3, 000, 000)(_----- -------- -><-- ------------ -><- -------------- -><- ---------- .) 

Railroad crossings demonstration 
pr~ects_____________________ 2, 895,000 6, 985,000 ----------------------------------------------- -2,895,000 ransition period___________________________ 4, 000, 000 ____________________________________________________ ------- ____ • -6,985,000 --------------------------------

-4,000,000 --------------------- -----------
Railroad-highway crossings dem-

onstrati<!n. projec.ts____________ 360,000 1, 400,000 1, 400,000 1, 400,000 1, 400,000 +1, 040,000 ------------------------------------------------· Transition penod •• ________ _______ ___________________ --·- ______________________________________________________________ • _____ • ________________ ---- •• -- •• ---------------------
By transfe! -:------.------------ (11, 000, 000) ( ______________ ) (15, 220, 000) (15, 220, 000) (15, 220, 000) (+4, 220, 000) (+15, 220, 000) <----------------) ( ____________ ) 

Trans1t1on penod ___________ (. ____________ .) ( _______ ______ .) ( _____________ ) ( _____________ .) (. ____________ .) ( _____ -··- ______ ) (. _. ________ • ___ ) (. ---------.--- __ ) (_ --- ------- _) 
Rural highway public transporta-

tion dell)~nstrati~n program____ 9, 650, 000 20,350,000 12, 500,000 17,500,000 15,000,000 -5,350, 000 +2. 500, 000 +2. 500,000 -2, 500,000 
TransitiOn penod ________ _________________________________ ______________________ ____________________________________ • _. ___ • __ • ____________ . _______ • _------ -------------------

Territonal highways (appropria
tion to liquidate contract au-

thr;~~~i~P~n-periiiii:::::: ===== <----~~~ ~~~~ ~~~~ ~1: ~~~: ~~~~ ~~: ~~~: ~~~~ ~~: ~~~: ~~~? ~1: ~~~: ~~~~ ~=: :: ===========~ ~::::::::::::::3 ~================~ ~============~ 
Darian Gap highway---- -~ --- - -- 13, 510,000 9, 900,000 4, 900,000 4, 900,000 4, 900,000 -8,610,000 -5,000,000 -------------------------------· 

Alas~~:~~r::~~~:~~~===========~~~~~~~:~~~:~~~---~--~~~~~~~~-=:::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::=~~~~~~~~~~~~~~~-----~~~~~~~~~-=::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 
Off-System Roads (Liquidation of 

Contract Authorization)._. ____ ( ______________ ) ' 
1
(10, 000, 000) (10, 000, 000) 

Transition period ___________ ( ______________ ) ' (2, 500, 000) (2, 500, 000) 
Federal-aid highways (trust fund-

appropriation to liquidate con-

cro, ooo, ooo> 
(2, 500, 000) 

(10, 000, 000) <+10, 000, 000) ( _______________ ) ( ________________ ) ( ____________ ) 
(2, 500, 000) ( _______________ ) ( _______________ ) <----------------> <------------> 

tract authorization) ___________ (4, 575,840, 000) (5, 437,000, 000) (5, 432,800, 000) (5, 434,800, 000) (5, 433,800, 000) <+857, 960, 000) 
Transition period ___________ ( _____________ ) (1, 275,000, 000) (1, 273,950, 000) (1, 273,950, 000) (1, 273,950, 000)( _______________ ) 

( -3,200, 000) <+1, 000, 000) ( -1,000, 000) 
( -1,050, 000) <----------------> ( ____________ ) 

Highway safety construction pro
grams (trust fund-appropria-
tion to liquidate contract au-
thorization)__________________ (110, 000, 000) (300, 000, 000) (300, 000, 000) (300, 000, 000) 

Transition period ______ _____ ( ______________ ) (75, 000, 000) (75, 000, 000) (75, 000, 000) 
Right-of-way revolving fund (trust 

fund-appropriation to liquidate 
contract authorization)___ _____ (20, 000, 000) 

Transition period ___________ <----- _________ ) 
Forest highways (appropriation 

to liquidate contract authoriza-

(20, 000, 000) 
(5, 000, 000) 

(20, 000, 000) 
(5, 000, 000) 

(20, 000, 000) 
(5, 000, 000) 

(300, 000, 000) <+190, 000, 000) ( _______________ ) ( _____________ ___ ) ( ____________ ) 
(75, 000, 000) ( _______________ ) ( _______________ ) ( ________________ ) <------------> 

tiof~ansition-~eriiict:=: :::::::: <--- ~~~:~~~: ~~~~ ~:::::::::::::3 ~::::::::::::3 ~:::::::::::::3 ~:::::::::::::3 <-- ~~~~:~~~:~~ ~:::::::::::::: =~ ~::::::::::::::::~ ~::::::::::j 
Public lands highways (appro

priation to liquidate contract 

a~t~~~~~~~onn~-eriiiii::::::::::: <--- -~~:~~~:~~~~ ~= :::::: :::::j ~:::::::::::j L::::::::::j ~::::::: :::::j <---~~~: ~~~:~~~~ ~:::::::::::::::~ ~::::::::::::::j ~::::::::::j 
Balt1more-.~ashm~on Parkway.. 1, 544, 000 2, 500, 000 __________ ------ ______ -------------- ___ ----- __ _ -1, 544, 000 . -2, 500, 000 --------------------------------

TransitiOn penod_________ _ __ ____ ______ ___ __ 625, 000 --------------------------------------------- ___ ------··-------- -625, 000 --------------------------------
Overseas Highway______________ 500,000 ---------------- 500,000 500,000 500,000 ----------------- +500, 000 --------------------------------Transition period _____________________________ _______________ •• __ .. _________ ------ __________________ • ____________________ ----- ____________________ ------ ___________ • ______ -.• 
Access to public recreation areas 

oni~:~:ition-periiiii===========================================----~~:~~:~------~~:~~:~------~~:~:~-----~~~:~~:~~-----~~~·-~·-~-~======~======================== 
Recission ~~ contra~t authority ________ ______ ------------ __ ------- -25, 000, 000 -25, 000, 000 -25, 000, 000 -25, 000, 000 -25, 000, 000 --------------------------------

High~:~~~f~0~~:~~~~~=~===========================~==================:======~~~~~~~:~:~~~====================================================================~~=~~:~~:~~~ 
Highland Scenic Highway (trust 

fund-appropriation to liquidate . 
contract. ~uthoriz.ation) ________ (_ ------------ .) ( ______________ ) <----------- __ ) <----------- ___ ) (15, 000, 000) ( +15, 000, 000) (+15, 000, 000) (+15, 000, 000) ( +15, 000, 000) Trans1t1on penod •. _________ (. ________ • ___ .) ( _________ • ____ ) (. ____________ ) ( ••••••• _______ ) (. _____________ ) (. ______________ ) ( _____________ •• ) ( ________________ ) ( ____ ____ . ___ ) 
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New BA 
enacted 

fisca'r::5 

fotal: : _ ----:- ----- _____ $49, 055, 000 rans1tion penod _______ _______ __ ________ _ 

New BA New BA 
estimates House 

1976 transition 1976 transition 

$66, 080, 000 $20, 8oO, 000 
9, 870, 000 1, 625, 000 

New BA 
Senate 

1976 transition 

50,800,000 
1, 625,000 

New BA 
conference 

1976 transition 

Conference 
compared with 

fiscal year 
1975 enacted 

29, 300,000 -19,755,000 
1, 625,000 ---------- -------

Conference 
compared with 

new BA 
estimate 

Conference Conference 
compared with compared with 

House bill Senate bi II 

-36, 780, 000 +8. 500, 000 -21, 500, 00 
-8,245,000 --------------------------------

NationaiHighwayTrafficSafety================================================== 
Administration 

Trafficandhighwaysafety______ 70, 874,000 72,150,000 66,850,000 67,890, 000 66,850,000 -4,024,000 -5,300, 000------------------ -1,040,000 Transition period ____ ______ _________________________ ________ ________________________________ ________ __ ____________________________ ___ __ ___ -------------- ------ ---------------
State and community highway · 

safety (appropriation to liqui-
date co~t.ract a~thorization)___ (96, 000, 000) (76, 000, 000) (71, 000, 000) (71, 000,000 (71, 000, 000) ( -25,000, 000) ( -5,000, 000) <----------------> <------------> 

Trans1t1on pen oct__ __ -------<----------- ___ ) (21, 500, 000) (20, 000, 000) (20, 000, 000) (20, 000, 000) <- ---------- ____ ) ( -1, 500, 000) <------- _________ ) ( ____________ ) 
fotal :: --- --:----------- 70,874,000 72, 150,000 66,850,000 67, 890,000 66, 850, 000 -4,024,000 -5,300,000 ------------------ -1,040,000 

rans1t1on penod ________________ _________________ ___________________________________ _____________________ ------------------------ -----------------------------------------

Federal Railroad Administration 

Offic~ oft~~ Admi~istrator _ -- ---- 3, 782,000 6, 700,000 5, 900,000 5, 900,000 5, 900, 000 +2, 118,000 -800,000 ----- - ---------------- - -- - ------
ransltlon penod_________ _________ ________ _ 1, 600,000 1, 400,000 1, 400,000 1, 400,000 -------------- -- - -200,000 --------------------------- -----

Railroad safety__ ___ __ ______ ___ _ 11,094,000 16, 275,000 16,200,000 16,200, 000 16,200,000 +5, 106,000 -75,000 --------------------------------
Transition period______ __ ________________ ___ 4, 100,000 4, 050,000 4, 050, 000 4, 050,000 ----------------- -50,000 ----------------- - ------ - ---- --· 

Gran¥·in-~i.d for r~ilroad safety__ 965,000 3, 000,000 1, 000,000 2, 000,000 1, 500,000 +535, 000 -1,500,000 +500, 000 -500,000 
rans1t1on penod____ ____ ____ __ _____________ 750,000 250,000 500,000 375,000 ----------------- -375,000 +125,000 -125,000 

Railroad research and develop-
ment__;:- -- --:------ ------- 48, 250, 000 66,550,000 53,500,000 74,400,000 61 , 150,000 +12,900,000 -5,400,000 +7,650,000 -13,250, 000 

Trans1t1on penod_______ _________ _____ ____ __ 17,000,000 13, 150,000 14, 150,000 13,650, 000 ----- - ---------·- -3,350,000 +500, 000 -500,000 
Interim O~~rating !\Ssistance_ --- 135,200,000 72,000,000 -·-···--·------ 72,000,000 60,000,000 -75,200,000 -12,000,000 +60, 000, 000 -12,000,000 Trans1t10n penod ___ _ . ___ __ . ___ _________ __________ .• __ •• ______________ _________ • ____________ __________ ______________ .• ___ . ______ ·---•. _______ •. •.. __ .... __ • _ -------- . -.. ----. 
Rail Service Assistance__ _______ ____ __ ___________ 45,000,000 14,000,000 45,000,000 25,000,000 +25, 000,000 -20,000,000 +11, 000,000 -20,000,000 

Transition period____________________ _______ 15,500,000 7, 000,000 15,500,000 8, 600,000 ----------------- -6,900,000 +1, 600,000 -6,900, 000 
Grants to National Railroad Pas-

se~ger ~~rporati!Jn. --·-·----- 276,500,000 460,000,000 433,800,000 441, 800,000 440, 000,000 +163, 500,000 -20,000,000 +1, 200,000 -1, 800,000 
rans1t10n penod________ ____________ _______ 130,000,000 124,700,000 124,700,000 124,700,000 ------·--·-···--- -5,300,000 -----··--····------·-----------· 

Rail Transportation Employment 

an~r!~f~vne~:r'l~iC_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_-_· _____ _ ~~~~~~~~-::::::::::::::::::::::::::::::: 2~: 8o0Z: ~ rg; ~~: ~~ ----~~~~~~-~~- t~~: 8~: g~ t~~: :: ~ -~~~: ~: ~ 
Payment to the Alaska railroad 

revolving fund ____ -------- --- 6, 031,000 ------ ----·------ -- - --- - - - ----- 10,200,000 9, 000,000 +2, 969,000 +9, 000,000 +9, 000,000 -1,200,000 Transition period _____ ___________ __________________ ___ ______ __ ______ -··- ____________ •••••• ____ •• ________________ •••• ____ •• ----------- ______________ • _________ • ___________ • __ _ 
Alaska railroad revolving fund· 

JoaT~aan~m~~~eiioii: :::::: :::: ~= :::::::::: == =~ ~= :::: ==== ===: =~ L ::::::::::: =~ <--- ~~~~·-~·-~~~ ~= :::: == == == == =~ ~= :::::::::: === =~ ~==== = = == == == :J ~= :::: :::::::::::~ ~~~~~·~~~~ 
TotaL-- - ------- ----- --- 486,822,000 669,525,000 529,400,000 
Transition period_____ ____________________ 168,950,000 150,550, 000 

Urban Mass Transportation 
Administration 

Urban Mass Transportation 
Fund: 

Administrative expenses____ 5, 960, 000 
Transition period _____ _ -- ------ ---- -- ---

Research, development, and 
demonstrations and uni-
versity research and 
training_________________ 45,050,000 

Transition period ____________ -------- __ _ 
Appropriation to liquidate 

contract authorization_____ (450, 000, 000) 
Transition period _______ <----------- ___ ) 

12,850,000 
3, 500,000 

70,250,000 
15,000,000 

(890, 300, 000) 
(275, 000, 000) 

10,300,000 
2, 900,000 

49,000,000 
11,000,000 

(890, 300, 000) 
(275, 000, 000) 

867, 500, 000 
200, 300, 000 

10,300,000 
2, 900,000 

61,000,000 
12,000,000 

(890, 300, 000) 
(275, 000, 000 

708, 750, 000 +221, 928, 000 +39, 225, 000 +179, 350, ooo -158,750, oog 
+20, 225, 000 -29, 525, 00 170,775,000 -----··-·-------- +1. 825, 000 

10, 300, 000 +4, 340, 000 
2, 900,000 ---------------·-

-2,550,000 -------------------- - -----------
-600,000 --·-··-·--·--·------------------

54,000,000 +8,950,000 
11, 500,000 -----------------

-16, 250, 000 
-3,500,000 

+5,000,000 
+500,000 

-7,000,000 
-500,000 

(890, 300, 000) ( +440, 300, 000)~------ ·--------~~----------------><----- -------> 
(275, 000, 000)( _______________ ) --------------- ------------- ---><------------> 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------TotaL_____ ______ _____ __ 51,010,000 
Transition period •. ______ . _______________ _ 

83,100,000 59,300,000 71,300,000 64, 300, 000 + 13, 290, 000 -18,800,000 +5,000,000 -7,000,000 
18,500,000 13,900,000 14,900,000 14,400,000 ----------------- -4,100,000 +500,000 -500,000 

=========================================================================== 
St. lawrence Seaway 

Development Corporation 

Limitation on administrative ex-
penses______ _____ ___________ (886, 000) (943, 000) (923, 000) (923, 000) (923, 000) (+37, 000) (-20, 000)( ________________ )(------------> 

Transition period ___ • ______ -~<-=·=--=·=--=--=·=·-=--~)==::;::;(2=5::;::;5,=000~) ==(~25=0,~000~)==~(2=5::;::;0,=000~) ==~(2=50~, =000~)~(=--=·=--=-·=·=--=-·=·=--~>===(=-=5=, 000==)=(-=-=--=·=--=--==·===--==-·==·=-)=(-=:=_=:=_ -==·===--==--==·=:=--=> 

Total, title'-------------- 3, 332,575,000 3, 711,801,775 3, 410,684,775 3, 839, 113,775 3, 629,545,775 +236, 970,775 -82, 25~ 000 +21~ 861,000 -209,568,000 
Transition period______ __ ______ ___________ .918, 781,939 866,826,939 928,966,939 892,276,939 -·--------------- -26, 50:>, 000 +2::~, 450,000 -36,690, 000 

TITLE II 

RELATED AGENCIES 

National Transportation Safety 
Board 

Salaries and expenses_____ ______ 9, 640, 000 
Transition period _____ ___ ________ __ ---- - - __ _ 

Civil Aeronautics Board 

Salaries and expenses __________ _ 17,610,000 

10, 79~000 
2, 87 , 000 

19,700,000 

4, 850,000 
60,695,000 
15, 150,000 

80,395,000 
20,000,000 

11,110,000 
3, 020,000 

11,950,000 
3, 371,000 

18,995,000 19,295,000 

4, 750,000 
60,695,000 
15, 150,000 

4, 750,000 
60,695,000 
15,150,000 

79,690,000 
19,900,000 

79,990,000 
19,900,000 

11,260,000 +1, 620,000 
3, 095,000 -----------------

19,295,000 +1,685,000 

+465,000 
+218,000 

-405,000 

+150,000 
+75,000 

+300, 000 --------------
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New BA 
enacted 

fiscal {3:~ 
New BA New BA 

estimates House 
1976/transition 1976/transition 

$60, 174, 000 
16,000,000 
3, 000,000 

650,000 

$59, 000, 000 
15,900,000 
2, 240,000 

560,000 

(24, 371, 000) 
(6, 540, 000) 

(24, 371, 000) 
(6, 540, 000) 

63, 174,000 
16,650,000 

62,040,000 
16,460,000 

10,000,000 10,000,000 

New BA 
Senate 

1976/transition 

$59, 800, 000 
15,900,000 
2, 240,000 

560,000 

New BA 
conference 

1976/transition 

10,000,000 

Conference 
compared with 

fiscal year 
1975/enacted 

Conference 
compared with 

new BA 
estimate 

Conference Conference 
compared with compared with 

House bill Senate bill 

-2, 000, 000 ---------------------------------------------- ---

Transition period. ______________ _________ ________________________________________ .------ ______ ------ ________ -------------------.------------ -------- -- ------ ---- ---------- ---

Washin~on Metropolitan Area 
Transit Authority 

Federal contribution: 
Fiscal year 1975 _________ ------- 19, 400, 000 ___________________ -------- ______________________ -------- __ __ __ -19, 400, 000 ___ ------ __________________ ------------------- __ _ 

Transition period ____________ ___ _____________________ __ __________ -- ________ ---- __ ---- --- --------- -- _____ ----------------------------- ------------- ------- ------------- ---
Fiscal year 1976____ ________ 68,024,000 9, 500,000 9, 500,000 9, 500,000 9, 500,000 -58,524,000 ------------------------ -- -------------------- ---

Transition period__________ _____ ___ _____ 26,600,000 26,700,000 26,700,000 26,700,000 ------------------------------------------------------------------
Fiscal year 1977·------------ ----- ----- ----- 90,058,000 90,059,000 90,059,000 90,059,000 +90, 059,000 -------------------------- --- ----- -- -------- -----Transition period. ______________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________________ _ 

SubtotaL.---- - --------- 87,424,000 99, 5!>9, 000 99, 559, 000 99, 559,000 99, 559, 000 +12, 135, 000 -------------------------------------------------
Transition period__ _______________________ 26,700,000 26,700,000 26, 700,000 , 26,700,000 --------------------- ---------------- ----- -- ---------------- ------

Interest subsidy________________ 17, 129,000 22,200,000 22,200,000 22,200,000 22,200,000 5, 071,000 --------------- - ---------- -- -------------------- -Transition period .. ___ _____________________________ ________________ __________________________________________________________________________________ ______ ____ _____________ _ 

TotaL ___ -------------- 104,553,000 121,759,000 121,759,000 
Transition period_________________________ 26,700,000 26,700,000 

Total, Title II____________ 325,932,000 358, 193,000 333,729, 000 
Transition period_________________________ 78,727,000 78,970,000 

TITLE Ill 

GENERAL PROVISIONS 

Federal Aviation Administration: 
Grants-in-aid for airport de-

121, 759, 000 
26,700,000 

355, 369, 000 
78,721,000 

121,759,000 +17, 206,000 --- -- --------------------- -------- ----- ------- ---
26, 700, 000 ------------------------------ - --~- -------------------------------

349, 379, 000 +23, 447, 000 
78, 445, 000 -----------------

-8,814,000 
-282,000 

+$15, 650, 000 -$5, 990, 000 
+75, 000 -276, 000 

velopment (limitation on ob· 
ligations)____________________ (310, 000, 000) (350, 000, 000) (350, 000, 000) (350, 000, 000) 

Transition period ___________ ( ______________ ) (87, 500, 000) (87, 500, 000) (87, 500, 000) 
(350, 000, 000) <+40, 000, 000)(_ ______________ )( ________________ )( __________ __ ) 

Federal Highway Administration: 
Highway beautification (limi-

tation on obligations)_____ ( 45, 000, 000) (56, 048, 000) ( 40, 000, 000) 
Transition period __ _______ (_ _____________ ) (14, 012, 000)( _____________ ) 

Territorial highways (limita-
tion on obligations)_______ (4, 600, 000) 

Transition period ____ ---<---------- ____ ) 
Federal-aid highways and 

highway safety construc-

( 4, 600, 000) 
(1, 150, 000) 

(4, 600, 000) 
(1, 150, 000) 

(87, 500, 000) <-------------- _) <-------------- _) (_- ------------- _) (_ ---------- _) 
(56, 000, 000) (40, 000, 000) ( -5,000, 000) (-16, 048, 000) ( ________________ )( -16,000, 000) 
(14, 012, 000)( ______________ )(_---- --------- _) ( -14, 012, 000) <----------- --- __ ) ( -14, 012, 000) 

g: r~& 888j ~~: r~8: 888j ~=== ==========J ~===============~~==============JL========J 
tion programs (limitation 
on obligations>-----------<--------------H--------------H-------------> (9, 000,000, 000) (9, 000,000, 000)(+9, 000,000, 000) (+9, 000,000, 000) (+9, 000,000, 000) ( ____________ ) 

National Highway Traffic Safety 
Administration: State and com· 
munity highway safety (lim ita· 
tion on obligations)___________ (100, 000, 000) (108, 000, 000) (100, 000, 000) (120, 000, 000) (120, 000, 000) (+20, 000, 000) ( +12, 000, 000) (+20, 000, 000) (_ ___________ ) 

Transition period _____ ------<--------------) (25, 750, 000) (25, 000, 000) (30, 000, 000) (30, 000, 000) (_ __ ------------) (+4, 250, 000) ( +5, 000, 000) ( ____________ ) 

ur~~~isrr~~ion~ranifrbZ~tion M~~; 
transportation fund (limitation , 
on commitments) _____________ (1, 446, 750, 000) (1, 724, 100, 000) (1, 800,000, 000) (1, 714, 150, 000) (1, 707, 150, 000) (+260, 400, 000) ( -16,950, 000) ( -92, 850, 000) ( -7,000, 000) 

Transition period ___________ ( ______________ ) (400, 000, 000) (395, 000, 000) (396, 200, 000) (395, 700, 000)( _______________ ) ( -4,300, 000) (+700, 000) ( -500, 000) 

TotaL __________________ (1, 906,350, 000) (2, 242,748, 000)(2, 294,600, 000)(11, 244,750, 000)(11, 221,750, 000)(+9, 315,400, 000)(+8, 979,002, 000) (+8, 927,150, 000) (-23, 000, 000) 
Transition period _________ ( ______________ ) (528, 412, 000) (508, 650, 000) (528, 862, 000) (514, 350, 000)( _______________ ) ( -14,062, 000) ( +5, 700, 000)( -14,512, 000) 

Total •• ____________ ----- ___________________________________ - _____________________________ ______ _______________________________________________ __________ _____________ __ __ _ 
Transition period •. ---- ________________________________ ____ ________________________________________ ____ ________________________________________________ ___ _________ _______ _ 

Total, titles I, II, and Ill, new 
budget (obligational) authority_ 3, 718,507,000 

Transition period _________ --------------- __ _ 
Memoranda: 

Appropriations to liquidate 
contract authorizations____ 5, 599, 560, 000 

Transition period ____ -------------------
Appropriations for debt re-

duction__________________ 179,448 
Transition period ______________________ _ 

4, 069, 994, 775 3, 744, 413, 775 
997, 508, 939 945, 196, 939 

7, 122,338,000 7, 093, 100,000 
1, 717, 500, 000 1, 712, 450, 000 

187, 225 187, 225 
48, 061 48, 061 

4, 194, 482, 775 3, 978, 924, 775 +260, 417, 775 -91, 070, 000 
1, 007,687,939 970,721,939 ----------------- -26,787,000 

+234, 511, 000 -215, 558, 000 
+25, 525, 000 -36, 966, 000 

7, 095, 100, 000 7, 109, 100, 000 + 1, 515, 540, 000 -13, 238, 000 + 16, 000, 000 + 14, 000, 000 
1, 712,450,000 1, 712,450,000 ----------------- -5,050,000 -------------------------- ----- -

187, 225 
48, 061 

187,225 +7, 777 -------------------------------------------- ---- -
48, 061 --- - ----------------------------------------------------------- ---------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------

Grand totaL_________ 9, 312,246,448 11, 192,520,000 10,837,701,000 11,289,582,775 11,088,024,775 +1, 775,778,327 -104,495,225 
Transition period_______________________ 2, 715,057,000 2, 657,695,000 2, 720, 137,939 2, 683, 171,939 ----------------- -31,885,061 

+250, 323, 775 -201, 558, 000 
+25, 476, 939 -36, 966, 000) 

Mr. WHI'ITEN. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. McFALL. I yield to the gentleman 
from Mississippi. 

Mr. WHITTEN. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I wish to thank my col
league, the gentleman from California 

(Mr. McFALL), and other members of 
the subcommittee for an action that has 
been taken in the conference. 

Funds are provided for FAs Route 909 
which serves the Arkabutla Reservoir in 
Tate County, Miss. This highway goe& 
through a reservoir, where the bridges 
are some 30 years old and in terrible 

condition. We have had about 27 wrecks 
in a period of about 2 years. and 8 or 10 
deaths on this road. The highway greatly 
used by those visiting the reservoir, is 
used regularly by schoolbuses a1;1d local 
traffic. 

I have here pictures of the dangerous 
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conditions with which the traveling pub
lic is faced. 

The committee has recognized this 
condition and provided funds for re
construction of the bridges and repairs 
to t1he highways as authorized by Public 
Law 93-643, which itself followed the 
presentation of the facts involved here 
to our Committee on Public Works, 
which used this example to justify a new 
general law to assist in construction of 
access highways to public recreation 
areas. 

Mr. Speaker, again I wish to thank 
my friend JoHN McFALL, chairman of 
the subcommittee, SILVIO CoNTE, rank
ing member, and the other members of 
the committee for their action in meeting 
this problem. 

I am glad, too, that they used this 
authority mentioned to meet similar sit
uations in several other places in the 
United States. 

Mr. McFALL. I wish to express my 
appreciation to the gentleman from Mis
sissippi <Mr. WHITTEN) for calling this 
matter to our attention, as did other 
Members of the House. 

This is a new program, a very nec
essary program. It takes care of anum
ber of problems, such as the gentleman 
has outlined in his statement to the 
House, that are very important to the 
people all over the country. 

Mr. Speaker, I wish ·to express my ap
preciation to all members of the sub
committee and in particular to the rank
ing minority member, the gentleman 
from Massachusetts (Mr. CoNTE), for 
his diligent efforts on behalf of this 
legislation. All of the subcommittee 
members worked hard during the hear
ings and then in conference where we, 
I think, were able to bring forth a bill 
which the House can accept. 

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the 
conference report to the Department of 
Transportation and related agencies ap
propriations bill <H.R. 8365). 

I am pleased to note that the amounts 
contained in this conference report 
amount to $91 million under the admin
istration's request. In these financially 
troublesome times, it is most important 
to tow the line on spending in non
essential areas. 

I am satisfied that the conferees have 
done just that. I would like to note 
that no essential programs suffered any 
financial setbacks. Also, I should like to 
note that the funds provided in this con
ference report include support for new 
and much needed programs. I should 
now like to review those programs that 
were not included in this bill when I 
last appeared before the House with this 
appropriations bill. 

First, I should like to start with the 
Coast Guard. The agency, which is part 
of the Department of Transportation, 
in peacetime does a monumental job in 
the patrolling and safeguarding of our 
Nation's coastal and inland waterways. 
They are alone entrusted with the imple
mentation and enforcement of our 
marine safety programs. 

My enthusiastic support for the Coast 
CXXI--2264-Part 28 

Guard dates back to my tenure on the 
Appropriations Subcommittee on Treas
ury-Post Office-General Government, 
when it had appropriation jurisdiction 
over the Coast Guard. Safe passage of 
vessels through the Gulf of Mexico is no 
small task, with respect to the many 
stationary oil rigs and mobile oil rigs 
which never have fixed positions. In
stitution of the loran-e communication 
chain in the Gulf of Mexico is most im
portant to the Coast Guard's task in 
the gulf. At first, the House was con
cerned that the Department of Trans
portation would realize a duplication in 
functions with loran-C and other FAA 
communication systems. However, it is 
clear that no other system than loran-e 
is suited for the gulf and implementation 
of the program should begin immediate
ly. I was pleased to support this most 
necessary program. Incidentally, it 
should be noted that language mandates 
that the program begin with existing 
funds. 

Under the Federal Highway Adminis
tration, the House conferees agreed to 
offer a motion that the House approve 
$6 million for the construction of bike
ways in the various States. The Senate 
amendment provided for $10 million. I 
should like to point out that money is 
already available from the States' regu
lar apportionment, but in the last 5 years 
only $2.7 million has been utilized by 
the States. It is clear that roadway con
struction took precedence in their appor
tionment. As I noted earlier, this $6 mil
lion would not be part of the State ap
portionment. Therefore, we expect en
thusiastic participation in this program 
nationwide. 

Under the Federal Railroad Adminis
tration, the conferees agreed to support 
$5.1 million for an intermodal freight 
demonstration, designed to demonstrate 
the profitability of an efficient, well-dis
ciplined TOFC service-piggyback serv
ice-using control and management 
techniques. The benefits that will accrue 
to both the industry and shipping public 
will be returned 100-fold for the Gov
ernment's small seed money. I should 
like to note that the participating rail
roads will provide 50 percent of the fi
nancing and will be responsible under a 
payback provision to the Federal Gov
ernment. I enthusiastically support this 
program and intend to follow its prog
ress closely. Finally, I should like to call 
your attention to the fact that this is 
not a Northeast Corridor demonstration 
program, but will utilize candidate rail 
line markets from New York City to Los 
Angeles, Calif. 

Because the railroad maintenance-of
way jobs bill (H.R. 8672) is still subject 
to conference, the managers of the 
House had to take the appropriation for 
this bill back in technical disagreement. 
We will offer an amendment of $90 mil
lion to implement the bill for the re
mainder of fiscal year 1976. The author
ization passed with such tremendous 
support from the House, by a vote of 
262 to 129, that I feel sure my colleagues 
will agree to this amendment. I should 
like to say that I enthusiastically sup
ported this funding since last April. I 

attempted on three occasions in the 
Emergency Employment Act of 1975 
(H.R. 4481) and the Second Supplemen
tal Appropriation Act of 1975 (H.R. 
5899) to get funding of this type 
passed. On each occasion, my amend
ment failed on a "technicality" that au
thorization had not passed the House. I 
made a continuing commitment to sup
port the appropriation as soon as au
thorizing legislation passed the House. 
H.R. 8672 was passed on October 23, 
1975. There are still many programs that 
can be funded in winter months. Ap
proving this $90 million now would make 
it available as soon as it is signed into 
law. The way has been paved for those 
who objected to the appropriations in 
the past. This provision represents a 
positive step in the right direction to re
habilitating our badly deteriorated 
rights-of-way and improving the unem
ployment situation in areas with an ex
cess of 6 percent unemployment. 

Finally, I should like to review the 
conferees action on Senate amendment 
No. 50. This provides for a limitation of 
$9 billion on obligations for certain 
highway programs. I should like to ad
vise that currently authorized programs 
now exceed $11 billion and pending pro
posals could boost that figure to well 
over $16 billion. It is clear that this limi
tation is in order. Coincidentally, I 
should like to note that the second con
current resolution on the budget for fis
cal year 1976 (H. Con. Res. 466), which 
is on the calendar today already con
tains this $9 billion limitation. At last, 
we are beginning to be consistent with 
our plan of attack on our Federal spend
ing. This could be the first step toward 
a truly 'balanced budget. No other ap
propriation bill hbS such a provision that 
is coordinated to a provision in a budget 
resolution. I am satisfied that this is a 
wise measure. It will set future guide
lines on spending and help t.he Congress 
to put our priorities in perspective. 

Finally, I should like to commend all 
the mem·bers of the conference who 
worked so hard to present the report as 
it now stands. The funding scheme in 
this bill is responsive to our changing 
transportation needs and our research 
and development, which must be main
tained to provide safe, economical and 
convenient transportation servjces to all 
Americans. 

Thank you, Mr. Speaker. 
Mr. FRENZEL. Mr. Speaker, will the 

gentleman yield? 
Mr. CONTE. Yes, I yield to the gentle

man from Minnesota. 
Mr. FRENZEL. The gentleman from 

Massachusetts (Mr. CoNTE) will note 
that on page 13 of the report, amend
ment number 35 earmarks $7.5 million 
for transit-related Bicentennial proj
ects in the Washington, D.C., metropoli
tan area rather than the $5 million pro
vided by the House. 

Can the gentleman tell me what these 
projects might be? 

Mr. CONTE. One is the project at the 
Friendship Airport. The other one is a 
bus project right here in the District of 
Columbia. 

Mr. FRENZEL. I thank the gentleman 
for his explanation. 
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I would liKe to say that is what I con
sider to be an already undernourished 
R. & D. budget was find that 15 percent 
is simply an extra expenditure to take 
care of Bicentennial crowds during 1976. 
In reality, this Conference Report gives 
us an R.D. & D. budget for UMTA of not 
$54 million, but some $46% million, 
which is considerably less, even than 
the Coast Guard's R. & D. budget. There
fore, I presume that one may judge 
that the committee has little respect or 
confidence in that R. & D. program of 
the Urban Mass Transit Agency, because 
it has funded it at such a low level. 

Is that a fair assumption? · 
Mr. CONTE. That is not so because 

I think the chairman and I both agr.ee 
that R. & D. is very important, and we 
are moving along, and I think moving 
along in the right direction. 

As the gentleman and I have had 
many colloquies on this issue in the past, 
I know that, unfortunately, some of it 
was misguided. The Morgantown project 
in West Virginia was one, and then the 
proposed Denver project in Colorado 
was another. However, what we have 
stated to the Department of Transporta
tion is that we will back them 100 per
cent on R. & D. once they put their 
house in order and have their R. & D. 
projects all in Pueblo, Colo., so that we 
will not repeat another Morgantown 
project. 

Mr. FR~NZEL. I appreciate the gen
tleman's statement and I hope that is a 
fact. 

Mr. CONTE. I certainly hope that next 
year, when I come up here, I can say, 
"See, I told you so, and we have the 
money here." 

In conference, I was not totally happy 
about that $7.5 million. I think my ex
act words to Senator MATHIAS in confer
ence were: "This is not really R. & D. 
You know what this is: This is subsidiza
tion to Maryland and the District of 
Columbia." 

Mr. FRENZEL. It is a Bicentennial 
subsidy. I do not object to it except that 
it is incorrectly or falsely advertised. 

I thank the gentleman for his dis
cussion. 

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Oregon 
(Mr. DuNCAN). 

Mr. DuNCAN of Oregon. Mr. Speaker, 
the House will note that in signing this 
conference report, I have taken excep
tion to amendments Nos. 25 and 26. 

I do this with all due respect to the 
committee, to its superb chairman, and 
its equally superb staff, all of whom have 
been very patient and considerate with 
this new Member as I feel my way 
through what is to me a new field. 

These items involve the Federal Rail
road Administration's budget for this 
year and the transition period, which 
included a $6 million request to begin an 
intermodal freight system demonstra
tion program. 

This program was discussed briefly by 
the gentleman from Massachusetts <Mr. 
CoNTE). This program will have the Fed
eral Government finance studies, capital 
improvements and operating means of 
selected all-piggyback freight trains on 
various railroads in this Nation. 

The House deleted funds for this pro
gram. In opposing the funds agreed to in 
the conference, I simply reaffirmed the 
position of the House which I believe was 
and is well taken. 

Here is what the report said as we de
leted the $6 million request: 

An examination of the justification ma
terial reveals that this pro~am does not in
volve new technology. The Committee has 
been advised that a major American rallroad 
1s actually using a ooncept simllar to the one 
FRA proposes to demonstrate. Since the 
concept is currently being used by a major 
carrier, the Committee belleves its continued 
acceptance constitutes a good demonstration 
program. If this ooncept 1s eoonomically 
feasible, private industry should be willing to 
proceed with it. 

Mr. Speaker, I do not pretend that 
this is the only questionable item in this 
budget nor certainly that this proposition 
is even the most significant, but the 
Nation is spending billions of dollars to 
keep the railroads moving and hopefully 
to keep them moving in the private sec
tor. Management opposes nationalization 
and socialization as does the Congress 
overwhelmingly. This item demonstrates, 
however, how hazardous is the pathway 
around the nationalization of the 
railroads. 

Little by little this Government is be
ing called upon to do more and more 
for more and more. We are told, and with 
some justification, to cut back on food 
stamps, welfare and education, and to 
vote no to the . Consumer Protection 
Agency because the Government cannot 
do everything for each individual, yet 
many of those same people from industry 
want the taxpayers to put up risk capital 
to develop and demonstrate· a concept 
which one can stand alongside the rail
road tracks all over this Nation and see 
demonstrated daily as the piggyback 
trains go by on the rails. This is not a 
new idea. It does not involve new 
technology. 

I am one of the very few Members of 
this House who opposed the supersonic 
transport when that program was first 
presented to the Congress back in the 
1960's, and then adopted. I felt that if 
it was a good idea Boeing would not let 
us close to it, and if it was a bad idea, the 
Federal Government should not touch it. 
Hundreds of millions of dollars later the 
Congress dropped it. The same situation 
faces the House today on this issue. 

Mr. Speaker, this generally is a good 
bill and the committee had done a good 
job but I want the Members and my 
constituency to be aware of this program 
and why I question the objectives of it 
since it illustrates an unnecessary and 
costly intrusion of the Government into 
the private sector. Business as well as 
individuals should be willing to help 
themselves. 

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
myself 2 minutes. 

Mr. Speaker, I take this time merely 
to answer the question of the gentleman 
who just preceded me on the floor. First, 
let me say that this is a participating 
program. The railroads will have to pro
vide 50 percent of the cost and if there 
is any cost benefit that comes out of the 
program, then the railroads will have to 
pay back to the Federal Government 
any cost benefits. 

What has happened here is that the 
freight industry has failed on this. The 
Tilinois Central Gulf Railroad has had 
an experiment and that experiment has 
failed, and that is the reason why the 
administration for the Federal Railroad 
Administration is so deeply concerned 
and so interested in providing this pro
gram. The program will be dedicated to 
these TOFC-piggyback-trains, with no 
other freight handled, and with no 
classification yard handling enroute or 
at the end. 

Second, it will include multifrequency 
train operations serving different levels 
of service; 

Third, it will have complete balancing 
of loads in and out of each terminal to 
properly utilize cars and locomotives; 

Fourth, it will study the minimum 
empty equipment on each train limited 
to 5 to 10 percent empty trailers ap.d no 
eiJ;lpty cars; 

Fifth, it will study the car and trailer 
control system, a model of the current 
car control effort; 

Sixth, it will study the simplified ter
minal operations to quickly transfer 
trailers on and off cars at intermediate 
points; and 

Lastly, it would study the manage
ment information system to provide 
timely costs and performance data re
quired to take appropriate action. 

Mr. DUNCAN of ·Oregon. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. CONTE. I will be glad to yield to 
the gentleman from Oregon. 

Mr. DUNCAN of Oregon. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

I would like to say that I believe in 
this intermodal system, but the gentle
man has not in that long impressive list 
of studies that are to be made, in my 
judgment, mentioned one that is not the 
proper function of the railroads them
selves. 

May I inquire of the gentleman if it 
is not true that at least 12 large railroad 
companies are already offering piggy
back trains across this country? Is that 
not true? 

Mr. CONTE. Yes; there is no doubt 
about it. We do not deny that. What we 
do deny is that they are not making a 
profit, and there is an area here where 
there could be some vast improvement. 
The railroads will make a profit with an 
improved piggyback service. I think a 
piggyback service is a great innovation, 
and I back it 100 percent. 

Mr. DUNCAN of Oregon. If the gentle
man will yield further, I could not agree 
more that probably in this particular in
stance it may not be profitable, but I 
could give the gentleman a long list of 
other ventures that the private sector of 
this economy undertakes day after day 
after day, not with the knowledge ahead 
of time that they are going to be profit
able, but simply with the hope and the 
belief that they are going to be profitable. 

The Tilinois Central just started an
other one of these trains from Chicago 
to New Orleans, and the gentleman told 
me the other day that they are propos
ing to abandon that line. I would just 
like to suggest that if I were president 
of Gulf Mobile or the Illinois Central, 
and the Federal Government were stand
ing in the wings threatening to force 
Federal money on me, I would abandon 



November 11, 1975 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD-HOUSE 35941 
the project, too, and wait for the Federal 
Government to put up the money. 

Mr. CONTE. What Mr. Hall expects 
to come up with through this $5 milllon 
bare bones demonstration grant over the 
3-year program; is to get a 50-percent 
increase in productivity. If that happens, 
this will pay for itself 100 times over. 

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CONTE. I would be glad to yield to 
the gentleman from California. 

Mr. McFALL. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

It is true that railroads have been of
fering piggyback service. 

Mr. CONTE. Yes. 
Mr. McFALL. We have been assured by 

Mr. Hall, the Administrator of the Fed
eral Railroad Administration, that this 
is the kind of program that will produce 
the positive results that the gentleman 
from Massachusetts has outlined. I share 
the gentleman's confidence in Mr. Hall. I 
know that some of the comments made 
by the gentleman from Oregon are cor
rect. But it is my hope that this program 
can achieve meaningful and useful re
sults for America's railroads. That is why 
I supported Mr. CoNTE in his desire to 
move this program forward. 

Mr. CONTE. I thank the gentleman 
and concur with him 100 percent. 

Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 minutes to my 
highly respected and esteemed friend, the 
gentleman from Alabama (Mr. EDWARDS). 

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama asked and 
was given permission to revise and ex
tend his remarks.) 

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. Mr. 
Speaker, I support, by and large, the con
tent of this conference report. The con
ferees agreed on most issues unanimous
ly, and I think they worked hard and 
came up with a good conference report. 

I have one area that I take exception 
to, and I think it is the kind of area that 
needs to be debated on the floor and dis
cussed at some length. That is the 
amendment No. 25, and the transition 
amendment No. 26 in the conference re
port having to do with Federal Railroad 
Administration Research and Develop
ment. 

The Senate added on an unbudgeted 
item of $15 million for what is called in
termodal terminals. The conference fi
nally agreed on $5 million, but do not 
think I am standing here talking about 
just $5 million. I ask the Members to 
wait until they have heard the whole 
story. 

What the conferees did was provide, in 
addition to other small sums, intermodal 
terminal money for what is called the 
pilot program which for Boston is $1 mil
lion; for Seattle, $1 million; for Indi
anapolis, $600,000; and for Providence, 
R.I., $300,000. 

Remember, this is unbudgeted. 
The Department of Transportation 

says that as of September 17 of this year 
26 cities had filed applications for fund
ing under the intermodal terminals pro
gram. The Department estimates that 
the Boston terminal alone is going to 
cost $90 million. We put $1 million in for 
this one, and that sounds pretty cheap 
if we look at just this bill. But the Seattle 
terminal will cost $25 million. We do not 

have any estimates on the Indianapolis 
or the Providence terminals, but they say 
that if the average cost of the projects 
that have been requested is assumed to 
be $15 million apiece, the total program 
could cost over $500 million. That is what 
we are kicking off here today if we go 
with this $5 million in this conference 
report for intermodal terminals. 

What in the world is an intermodal 
terminal? These terminals are primarily 
old railroad stations that are not essen
tial to our transportation needs in this 
country. The program is primarily de
signed to take old terminals and rebuild 
them and make them historic monu
ments and perhaps run a few buses, and 
so forth, in there. Then they can be called 
intermodal terminals. 

I think it would be a terrible mistake, 
Mr. Speaker, if we follow this procedure. 
We are spending billions of dollars in 
trying to provide essential services in 
the Northeast and the Midwest on our 
railroads. We need all the money we can 
get for this purpose. Why should we 
throw railroad money away on this inter
modal terminal boondoggle? 

Mr. Speaker, it looks very much to me 
as if we are continuing to try to feather 
the nests of certain Members in this body 
and the other body. 

The gentleman from Massachusetts 
(Mr. CONTE) and I have joined together, 
and he mentioned this a moment ago, in 
trying to stop such projects as the Mor
gantown project, and get it into Pueblo 
where it belongs, so it can be tested, and 
in trying to stop the Denver project, and 
get it into Pueblo, and to stop efforts at 
getting Amtrak located so as to serve a 
certain Member's district or State when 
it could not be justified. 

And then we come right back in this 
conference report with a provision that 
is going to start doing the same thing 
under the guise of research and develop
ment. These so-called intermodal termi
nals are not going to serve any basic na
tional essential transportation service. I 
think it is time to call a halt. At the 
proper time I will offer a motion to re
commit this bill to conference with in
structions to go with the House position 
on amendments Nos. 25 and 26. If we 
open this door we will never close it. 

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Speaker, I move the 
previous question on the conference 
report. 

The previous question was ordered. 
MOTION TO RECOMMIT OFFERED BY MR. EDWARDS 

OF ALABAMA 

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. Mr. 
Speaker, I offer a motion to recommit. 

The SPEAKER. Is the gentleman op
posed to the conference report? 

Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. I am, Mr. 
Speaker. 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the motion to recommit. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama moves to recom

mit the conference report (H. Rept. 94-636) 
to the conference committee with instruc
tions to the House conferees that they insist 
on the House position with respect to 
amendments numbered 25 and 26. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the 
previous question is ordered on the 
motion to recommit. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on the 

motion to recommit. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker announced that he was in doubt. 
Mr. EDWARDS of Alabama. Mr. 

Speaker, I object to the vote on the 
ground that a quorum is not present and 
make the point of order that a quorum 
is not present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is 
not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify 
absent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were--yeas 158, nays 231, 
not voting 44, as follows: 

[Roll No. 686] 
YEAB-158 

Abdnor Frenzel Myers, Pa. 
Anderson, Til. Frey Neal 
Andrews, N.C. Fuqua Nedzi 
Archer Gibbons Nichols 
Armstrong Goldwater O'Hara 
Ashbrook Goodling Passman 
Bafalls Gradison Poage 
Bauman Grassley Quillen 
Beard, Tenn. Guyer Railsback 
Bedell Hagedorn Regula 
Bennett Hammer- Reuss 
Bevill schmidt Rhodes 
Blouin Hansen Riegle 
Broomfield Harkin Rinaldo 
Brown, Mich. Ha-stings Roberts 
Broyhill Hechler, W.Va. Robinson 
Burgener Henderson Rogers 
Burke, Fla. Hightower Roncalio 
Burleson, Tex. Hinshaw Rousselot 
Butler Hughes Runnels 
Carr Hutchinson Ruppe 
Carter Hyde Russo 
Casey !chord Santlnl 
Clancy Johnson, Colo. Satterfield 
Clausen, Johnson, Pa. Schneebell 

Don H. Jones, N.C. Schulze 
Clawson, Del Jones, Okla. Sebellus 
Cochran Kasten Shrl ver 
Cohen Kazen Sku bitz 
Collins, Tex. Kelly Smith, Iowa 
Conable Kemp Smith, Nebr. 
Conlan Ketchum Snyder 
Cornell Krueger Spence 
Crane Lagomarsino Stanton, 
Daniel, Dan Latta .J Will iam 
Daniel, R. W. Lent Steelman 
Derwinski Levitas Steiger, Ariz. 
Devine Long, Md. Steiger, Wis. 
Dickinson Lujan Symms 
Dingell McClory Talcott 
Downing, Va. McCollister Taylor, Mo. 
Duncan, Oreg. McDonald Taylor, N.C. 
Duncan, Tenn. Madigan Thone 
Edwards, Ala. Mann Treen 
Emery Mezvlnsky Vander Jagt 
English Mlkva Wa.ggonner 
Erlenbom Milford Wampler 
Esch Miller, Ohio Whalen 
Findley Montgomery Wiggins 
Fish Moore Wilson, Bob 
Flowers Moorhead, Wydler 
Flynt Calif. Wylie 
Forsythe Mottl Yates 
Fountain Myers, Ind. Young, Alaska 

Abzug 
Adams 
Alexander 
Anderson, 

Call!. 
Annunzlo 
Ashley 
Asp in 
Badillo 
Baldus 
BaiTett 
Baucus 
Beard, R.I. 
Bell 
Bergland 
Biester 
Bingham 
Blanchard 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bolling 
Bonker 
Bowen 

NAYB-231 
Brademas D' Amours 
Breaux Daniels, N.J. 
Breckinrldge Davis 
Brinkley Delaney 
Brodhead Dell ums 
Brooks Dent 
Brown, Calif. Derrick 
Brown, Ohio Diggs 
Burke, Calif. Dodd 
Burke, Mass. Downey, N.Y. 
Burlison, Mo. Drinan 
Burton, John duPont 
Burton, Phillip Eckhardt 
Byron Edgar 
Carney Edwards, Calif. 
Chisholm Ellberg 
Clay Evans, Colo. 
Colllns, Dl. Evans, Ind. 
Conte Evins, Tenn. 
Conyers Fascell 
Corman Fenwick 
Cotter Fisher 
COughlin Fithian 
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Flood McKay Rostenkowski 
Florio Macdonald Roush 
Foley Madden Roybal 
Ford, Mich. Maguire Ryan 
Ford, Tenn. Mahon St Germain 
Gaydos Martin Sarasin 
Giaimo Matsunaga Sarbanes 
Gilman Mazzoli Scheuer 
Ginn Meeds Schroeder 
Gonzalez Melcher Seiberling 
Green Meyner Sharp 
Gude Miller, Calif. Shipley 
Haley Mills Shuster 
Hall Mineta Sikes 
Hamilton Minish Simon 
Hanley Mink Sisk 
Hannaford Mitchell, Md. Slack 
Harrington Mitchell, N.Y. Solarz 
Harris Moakley Spellman 
Harsha Moffett Staggers 
Hawkins Mollohan Stanton, 
Hayes, Ind. Morgan James V. 
Hays, Ohio Moss Stark · 
Heckler, Mass. Murphy, N.Y. Steed 
Helstoski Murtha Stephens 
Hicks Natcher Stokes 
Holt Nix Stratton 
Holtzman Nolan Stuckey 
Horton Nowak Studds 
Howard Oberstar Sullivan 
Howe Obey Symington 
Hubbard O'Neill Teague 
Hungate Ottinger Thompson 
Jacobs Patten, N.J. Thornton 
Jeffords Patterson, Traxler 
Jenrette Calif. Tsongas 
Johnson, Calif. Patti§on, N.Y. Ullman 
Jones, Ala. Pepper VanderVeen 
Jones, Tenn. Perkins Vanik 
Jordan Pettis Vigorito 
Karth Peyser Waxman 
Kastenmeier Pickle Weaver 
Keys Pike White 
Koch Pressler Whitehurst 
Krebs Preyer Whitten 
LaFalce Price Wilson, Tex. 
Landrum Pritchard Winn 
Leggett Randall Wirth 
Lehman Rangel Wolff 
Litton Richmond Wright 
Lloyd, Calif. Rodino Yatron 
Lloyd, Tenn. Roe Young, Ga. 
McCormack Rooney Young, Tex. 
McDade Rose Zablocki 
McFall Rosenthal Zeferetti 

NOT VOTING-44 
Addabbo Fraser 
Ambro Hebert 
Andrews, Hefner 

N. Dak. Heinz 
AuCOin Hillis 
Biaggi Holland 
Buchanan Jarman 
Cederberg Kindness 
Chappell Long, La. 
Cleveland Lott 
Danielson McCloskey 
de la Garza McEwen 
Early McHugh 
Eshleman McKinney 
Fary Mathis 

The Clerk announced 
pairs: 

On this vote: 

Metcalfe 
Michel 
·Moorhead, Pa. 
Mosher 
Murphy, Dl. 
O'Brien 
Patman, Tex. 
Quie 
Rees 
Risenhoover 
Udall 
Van Deerlin 
Walsh 
Wilson, C. H. 
Young, Fla. 

the following 

Mr. Hebert for, with Mr. Addabbo against. 
Mr. Chappell for, with Mr. Patman against. 
Mr. Mathis for, with Mr. Ambro against. 

Until further notice: 
Mr. Moorhead of Pennsylvania. with Mr. 

Danielson. 
Mr. AuCoin with Mr. Fary. 
Mr. Biaggi with Mr. Buchanan. 
Mr. Hefner with Mr. Cleveland. 
Mr. Risenhoover with Mr. Fraser. 
Mr. Charles H. Wilson of California. with 

Mr. Early. 
Mr. Holland with Mr. Cederberg. 
Mr. de la Garza with Mr. Metcallfe. 
Mr. Andrews of North Dakota with Mr. 

Murphy of illinois. 
Mr. Heinz with Mr. Rees. 
Mr. Long of Louisiana with Mr. Van Deerlln. 
Mr. McHugh with Mr. Lott. 
Mr. Jarman with Mr. Kindness. 
Mr. Young of Florida with Mr. Udall. 
Mr. McCloskey with Mr. McEwen. 
Mr. McKinney with Mr. Michel. 

Mr. Mosher with Mr. Walsh. 
Mr. O'Brien with Mr. Quie. 

Mr. MEEDS, Mrs. HOLT, and Messrs. 
ECKHARDT and NATCHER changed 
their vote from "yea" to "nay." 

Messrs. SANTINI, RUSSO, YATES, 
GIBBO~S. O'HARA, LEVITAS, RIEGLE, 
RINALDO, and HECHLER of West Vir
ginia changed their vote from "nay" to 
"yea.'' 

So the motion to recommit was re
jected. 

The result of the vote was announced 
as above recorded. 

The conference report was agreed to. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 
AMENDMENTS IN DISAGREEMENT 

The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 
the first amendment in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Senate amendment No. 20: Page 19, line 

10, insert: 
HIGHLAND ScENIC HIGHWAY 

For necessary expenses for construction of 
the Highland Scenic Highway as a parkway 
in accordance with section 161 of Public Law 
93-87 (87 Stat. 279) from its present termi
nus to U.S. 219, to be derived from the 
Highway Trust Fund, $15,000,000, to be trans
ferred to the United States Forest Service 
for the purpose of such construction, and to 
remain available until expended. 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. M'FALL 

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. McFALL moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment 
of the Senate numbered 20 and concur there
in with an amendment, as follows: In lieu 
of the matter inserted by said amendment 
insert the following: 
HIGHLAND ScENIC HIGHWAY (LIQUIDATION OF 

CONTRACT AUTHORIZATION) (TRUST FuND) 
For payment of obligations incurred for 

construction of the Highland Scenic High-
way in accordance with section 161 of P.L. 
93-87 (87 Stat. 279), under authority of the 
provisions of Title 23, United States Code, 
sections 203 and 207, and section 104(a.) (8) 
of P.L. 93-87, $15,000,000, to be derived from 
the Highway Trust Fund and to remain 
available until expended, to be transferred 
to the Department of Interior for the pay
ment of such obligations. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Mr. BoL

LING) . The Clerk will report the next 
amendment in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Senate amendment No. 21: Page 19, line 18, 

insert: 
BIKEWAY PROGRAM 

For necessary expenses to carry out the 
Bikeway Demonstration Program pursuant 
to section 119 of the Federal Aid Highway 
Amendments of 1974, $10,400,000, to remain 
available until expended. 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. M'FALL 

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Speaker, I o:fl'er a 
motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. McFALL moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 21 and concur therein 
with a.n amendment, as follows: In lieu of 
the sum named in said amendment insert: 
"$6,000,000". 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk 

will report the next amendment in dis
agreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Senate amendment No. 31: Page 23, 

line 16, insert: 
RAIL TRANSPORTATION EMPLOYMENT AND 

IMPROVEMENT 
To enable the Secretary of Transportation 

to make grants for programs aimed at re
ducing unemployment and at repairing, re
ha.bilita.ting, or improving essential railroad 
roadbeds and facilities, $200,000,000 to re
main avatlable until December 31, 1976. 

For "Rail Transportation Employment and 
Improvement" for the period July 1, 1976, 
through September 30, 1976, $40,000,000, to 
remain available untU December 31, 1976. 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. M'FALL 

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. McFALL moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the a.mendmen t 
of the Senate numbered 31 and concur 
therein with an amendment, as follows: 
In lieu of the matter inserted by said amend
ment insert: 

RAIL TRANSPORTATION EMPLOYMENT AND 
IMPROVEMENT 

To enable the Secretary of Transportation 
to make grants for programs aimed at 
reducing unemployment and at repairing, 
rehabllitating, or improving essential rail
road roadbeds and facllitles, $90,000,000 to 
remain available until December 31, 1976: 
Provided, That this appropriation shall be 
available only upon the enactment into law 
of authorizing legislation by the Ninety
fourth Congress. 

For "Rail Transportation Employment 
and Improvement" for the period July 1, 
1976, through September 30, 1976, $18,000,-
000, to remain available until December 31, 
1976: Provided, That this appropriation shall 
be available only upon the enactment into 
law of authorizing legislation by the Ninety
fourth Congress. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk 

will report the next amendment in dis
agreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Senate amendment No. 32: Page 25, line 3, 

insert: 
PAYMENT TO THE ALASKA RAILROAD REVOLVING 

FUND 
For payment to the Alaska Railroad 

Revolving Fund for capital replacements, 
improvements, and maintenance, $10,200,000, 
to remain available until expended: 
Provided, That the Federal Railroad Admin
istrator is authorized to incur obligations on 
the behalf of the United States to finance 
the purchase or lease of equipment, rolling 
stock, and vessels for the operation of the 
Alaska Railroad in amounts not to exceed 
$150,000,000. Such lease or purchase con
tracts shall not create obligations for the 
payment of money beyond a term of fifteen 
years; shall contain such provisions as the 
Federal Railroad Administrator in his dis
cretion shall determine to be in the best 
interest of the Government, and shall not 
be subject to the provisions of the Act of 
June 30, 1949, as amended, 63 Stat. 378, or 
the Act of August 2, 1946, as amended, R.S. 
§ 3709: Provided further, That employees of 
the Alaska Railroad Revolving Fund shall be 
excluded from staffing limitations otherwise 
applicable. 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. M'FALL 
Mr. McFALL. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. McFALL moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
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the Senate numbered 32 and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of 
the matter inserted by said amendment in
sert: 

PAYMENT TO THE ALASKA RAILROAD 
REVOLVING FUND 

For payment to the Alaska. Railroad Re
volving Fund for capital replacements, im
provements, and maintenance, $9,000,000, to 
remain available until expended: Provided, 
That the permanent positions authorized un
der the Alaska Railroad Revolving Fund shall 
be established at 902 and excluded from 
staffing limitations otherwise appllcable. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. The Clerk 
will report the next amendment in dis
agreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Senate amendment No. 42: Page 31, line 8, 

insert: 
PAYMENTS FOR DIRECTED RAIL SERVICE 

To fund payments by the Interstate Com
merce Commission to railroads directed to 
provide emergency rail service over the lines 
of another carrier in accordance with sec
tion 1(16) (b) of the Interstate Commerce 
Act, $20,000,000: Provided, That funds hereby 
appropriated shall also be available to fund 
necessary expenses of the Commission in
curred in the administra;tion of this Act. 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. M'FALL 
Mr. McFALL. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

motion. 
The Clerk read as f.ollows: 
Mr. McFALL moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 42 and concur there
in with an amendment, as follows: In lieu 
of the matter inserted by said amendment 
insert: 

PAYMENTS FOR DIRECTED RAIL SERVICE 
For payments for rail service to railroads 

directed to provide emergency rail service 
over the properties of other carriers in ac
cordance with 49 U.S.C. 1 (16) (b), $15,000,000, 
to remain available until expended: Provided, 
That not to exceed $750,000 of this appropri
ation shall be available for necessary inde
pendent auditing expenses incurred in the 
administration of the directed rail service 
program. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. The 

Clerk will report the next amendment 
in disagreement. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Senate amendment No. 47, page 36, strike 

out lines 15 through 20 and insert: 
SEc. 306. None of the funds provided in 

this Act shall be available for administra
tive expenses in connection with commit
ments for the Urban Mass Transportation 
Act of 1964, as amended, aggregating more 
than $1,714,150,000 in fiscal year 1976 and 
$396,200,000 in the transition period, except 
that amounts apportioned pursuant to sec
tion 5 of that Act and not committed in the 
year of apportionment may be committed 
notwithstanding this limitation. 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. M'FALL 

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. McFALL moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 47 and concur therein 
with an amendment, as follows: In lieu of 
the matter stricken and inserted by said 
amendment insert the following: 

SEc. 306. None of the funds provided in this 
Act shall be available for administrative 
expenses in connection with commitments 
tor the Urban Mass Transportation Act of 

1964, as amended, aggregating more than 
$1,707,150,000 in fiscal year 1976 and $395,-
700,000 in the transition period, except that 
amounts apportioned pursuant to section 6 
of that Act and not committed in the year 
apportionment may be committed notwith
standing this limitation. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. The Clerk will report 

the next amendment in disagreemnt. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Senate amendment No. 49: Page 40, line 

17, insert: 
SEc. 315. No part of any appropriation 

contained in this Act shall remain available 
for obligation beyond the current fiscal year 
unless expressly so provided herein, except 
as provided in section 204 of the Supple
mental Appropriation Act, 1976 (Public Law 
93-554). 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. M'FALL 

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion. 

The Clerk read an follows: 
Mr. McFALL moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 49 and concur therein. 

The motion was agreed to. 
The SPEAKER. The Cle!"k will report 

the last amendment in disagreement. 
The Clerk read as follows: 
Senate amendment No. 50: Page 40, line 22, 

insert: 
SEc. 316. None of the funds provided under 

or included in this Act shall be available for 
the planning or execution of programs, the 
obligations for which are in excess of $9,000,-
000,000 for "Federal-Aid Highways" and for 
"High way Safety Construction Programs" in 
fiscal year 1976 and for the period July 1, 
1976, through September so, 1976: Provided, 
That this limitation shall not ·apply to obli
gations for emergency relief under section 
125 of title 23, United States Code; special 
urban high density traffic program under sec
tion 146 of title 23, United States Code, and 
special bridge replacement progq-am under 
section 144 of title 23, United States Code. 

MOTION OFFERED BY MR. M'FALL 

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 
motion. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Mr. McFALL moves that the House recede 

from its disagreement to the amendment of 
the Senate numbered 50 and concur therein. 

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Speaker, the gen
tleman from New Jersey <Mr. HowARD) 
would like to debate this motion. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman from 
California is recognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Speaker, I yield 
such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from New Jersey (Mr. 
HOWARD). 

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
opposition to the motion and would like 
to stress to this body the problems cre
ated for the States if this obligation 
ceiling is enacted and the political dis
cretionary power that will be placed in 
the hands of the Secretary of Transpor
tation. 

There is currently available as of July 
1, 1975, for fiscal year 1976 obligations 
in a total of $7.8 billion in fiscal year 
1976 and prior year authorizations. 
These funds have, of course, been appor
tioned to the States over the past 3 
years along with the funds which have 
already been obligated. Thus, at the pres-

ent time this $7.8 billion represents an 
availability which varies from State to 
State in such an extreme manner that 
some States are completely out of Inter
state funds while some other States have 
obligated none of their 1976 Interstate 
funds-four States actually lapsed funds 
in 1975 and have considerably more 
funds than they can possibly use. The 
same random pattern holds true of oth
er categories such as the primary, sec
ondary, and urban systems and the safe
ty program. 

Under these circumstances, if a $7.2 
billion obligation ceiling was placed in 
effect for fiscal year 1976 with no new 
apportionments, it is doubtful if half of 
the $7.2 billion would be obligated. More
over, the highway program would prac
tically stop in many States. Unless new 
apportionments are made, States that 
have exhausted their apportionments 
will be unable to continue highway im
provement. 

Under 1975 highway legislation cur
rently being drafted in the Committee 
on Public Works and Transportation, an 
additional $3.25 billion would be available 
for obligation in fiscal year 1976. This 
is the only way the States could proceed 
with their highway programs in an 
orderly manner. The availability of $7.8 
billion plus $3.25 billion for a total of 
$11.05 billion does not mean that much 
will be obligated. From a practical 
standpoint it is extremely doubtful if the 
States could obligate any more than 
$7.0 to $7.2 billion. There are a number 
of reasons for this varying from a lack 
of matching money to court decisions and 
environmental problems. 

From a standpoint of outlays in fiscal 
year 1976, even if the entire $11.05 billion 
were obligated as it became available 
the outlays for fiscal year 1976 would be 
about $7.1 billion or about $.1 billion 
over the House Budget Committee pro
jections for the second concurrent reso
lution. In the much more likely case of 
a much smaller level of obligation the 
outlays would be well under $7 billion. 

It is important to note that the cur
rent problem in the highway program is 
a direct result of past Presidential im
poundment of funds which has caused 
a complete disruption of the orderly 
process of the program. This situation 
cannot be cured in 1 year. Congressional 
impoundment to a $7.2 billion level 
would only mean that the Secretary of 
Transportation would have to control the 
distribution of funds. Such a practice 
has been chaotic under administrative 
impoundment--there is no reason to ex
pect that it would improve under con
gressional impoundment. 

The House Public Works and Trans
portation Committee has cooperated 
with the House Budget Committee, as 
indicated in their report, in structuring 
its proposed legislation for 1977 such that 
outlays will be within the second con
current resolution. This structuring also 
limits the availability of 1976 obligation 
authority to $11 billion and prohibits the 
$16 billion figure claimed by the adminis
tration. 

It is essential that the control on fiscal 
year 1977 obligation authority be exer-
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cised through authorizations if the high
way program is to proceed in an orderlY 
and fiscally responsible manner. 

I would like to stress the following 
three points: 

First. The $7.2 limitation proposed by 
the other body is congressional impound
ment; 

Second. The mechanics of implement
ing the program did not foresee this type 
of congressional impoundment; conse
quently, there is no firm requirement 
as to the method of making available 
this obligational authority. The process 
is so complex that the Secretary can use 
methods that can result in totally dis
proportionate program levels, even to 
the extent of lowering the contemplated 
$7.2 billion figure administratively to 
suit the purpose of the administration: 
and 

Third. Ultimate control of obligation 
should lie in the authorizing committee 
as it did successfully before the impound
ment procedures began in the adminis
tration. Such a process negates the need 
for Appropriation Committee ceillngs. 

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOWARD. I yield to the gentle
man from Alabama. 

Mr. JONES of Alabama. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

The gentleman from New Jersey points 
out the amounts that are currently avail
able for obligation under the highway 
act. Under the provisions of the appro
priations bill, if the motion would suc
ceed, it would mean that the distribution 
of the $7.2 billion obligation limitation 
for fiscal year 1976 would be left to the 
discretion of the Secretary, provided that 
no State exceeds its apportionment based 
on the authorizing legislation. That 
would mean that the Congress is abdi
cating its right to set priorities, and, 
furthermore, the expectations of the 
States to receive funds under the au
thorizing legislation would be lost, which 
would cause incalculable delay and dis
tress in many States across the country. 

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Speaker, would the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOWARD. I yield to the gentle
man from California. 

Mr. McFALL. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

I would like to have the gentleman tell 
us, please, the authority for the state
ment which our good friend, the chair
man of the committee, Mr. JoNES of Ala
bama, has made concerning how this 
limitation, which was put in on the Sen
ate side, which the President says if we 
do not include, he would veto the bill
how will this provision change the for
mula by ' merely putting a limitation on 
the amount that would be spent under 
this authority? 

This is difficult for me to understand, 
but the Committee on Public Works and 
Transportation may have looked at it, 
and I would like to see their authority for 
this contention. It would seem that this 
provision would only limit the amount of 
money available and would, in no way 
whatsoever, affect the manner by which 
the money is used. This provision could 
not, it seems to me, repeal or negate the 
statutory regulations regarding the pro-

cedures and use of this money. Perhaps I 
do not fully understand the gentleman's 
point. 

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Speaker, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOWARD. I yield to the gentle
man from Alabama. 

Mr. JONES of Alabama. I thank the 
gentleman for yielding. 

I should point out to the gentleman 
from California that the Public Works 
and Transportation Committee is moving 
ahead with authorizing legislation in 
complete accord with the requirements 
of the Congressional Budget Committee 
and the budgeting process. Discipline can 
be imposed through the interaction of the 
authorizing legislation and the budgeting 
process, and the Budget Committee has 
recognized this fact in their report on the 
second budget resolution. 

As to the second proposition, if the 
limitation is placed on expenditures, the 
gentleman knows very well how the 
administration distorted congressional 
priorities under the executive practice of 
impoundment of highway funds. Giving 
the limitation congressional sanction 
changes nothing as the gentleman full 
well knows. 

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. HOWARD. I yield to the gentle
man from California. 

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Speaker, with ref
erence to the statement the gentleman 
made, we did not do anything more in 
this bill than the Budget Committee 
has suggested and the chairman of the 
Budget Committee is here and I believe 
he is going to support this limitation. 
The only thing this will do is to provide 
an overall limitation, and it is difficult 
to understand how it is going to change 
the basic law which authorized the ex
penditure of these funds. Certainly, if 
we do not provide a ceiling on obligations 
in this act, then there would be no limita
tion on the amount of expenditures for 
this fiscal year. We are trying to make 
this new budget process successful. 

Mr. HOWARD. I thank the gentleman. 
I would say the fact is that there is 

still something over $7.8 billion in fiscal 
year 1976 and formerly impounded funds 
from years which do not bring, us up to 
this year in various States and various 
categories. With this kind of limitation, 
the Secretary of Transportation would 
be the one who would decide on priorities 
of distribution of funds because he is un
der that limitation. 

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Speaker, as I indi
cated earlier, this amendment places a 
ceiling on the level of obligation forcer
tain Federal highway programs during 
the 15-month period ending Septem
ber 30, 1976. I have heard the arguments 
made by the gentleman from New Jersey 
and I recognize him as one of the im
portant Members of this House and of 
the Public Works Committee. I was on 
that committee, and I like very much 
to cooperate with members of that com
mittee, and that is what this subcom
mittee is trying to do. 

As I understand the argument of the 
gentleman, the gentleman wants the 
highway program to be the only pro
gram in the Federal Government for 

which there is no limitation on the 
spending that might occur. 

Now, under existing legislation, total 
obligations for the highway program 
could amount to more than $11 billion. 
With the enactment of a new highway 
bill, an additional $3 to $5 billion could 
be added to this amount. Thus, it is pos
sible that $14 to $16 billion of obliga
tional authority could be available for 
highways during the next 15 months. 

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. McFALL. I yield to the gentleman 
from New Jersey. 

Mr. HOWARD. I would not want the 
impression to go on th81t without that 
limitation there would be no limitation 
in what could be obligated or what could 
be spent, because as the chairman well 
knows we can only go to the point of au
thorization and we cannot go beyond 
that; so certainly there is not a no limit 
on this, because we have the authoriza
tion bill, we have the trust fund. The 
Secretary of Transportation has the view 
that that much money will come in and 
be available, so there are all kinds of 
limitations. 

I am informed by our staff experts 
that despite what may have come down, 
which the gentleman may have just read, 
which is by Mr. Lynn of OMB about this 
$16 billion, that there is no way this im
poundment or future authorization, that 
anything about $11 billion could possibly 
be obligated during the next fiscal year, 
so the $16 billion figure, I am informed, 
is not accurate at all. 

Mr. McFALL. It may be arguable 
whether $14 billion or $16 billion is the 
correct figure. I believe that $14 billion 
was the figure that was provided by Sen
ator RANDOLPH on the Senate floor; but 
I would point out to the gentleman that 
what the gentleman wants is no limita
tion on the highway program. Then, they 
could go ahead and spend whatever is 
authorized, and there would be no other 
congressional limitation on the highway 
fund. 

I would rather have the chairman of 
the Budget Committee go into this mat
ter further. I would like to finish my 
statement so I can yield to the gentle
man, who is waiting patiently to make a 
statement. 

Mr. Speaker, the limitation proposed 
in this amendment is $9 billion. This is a 
level which I believe should be adequate 
to provide for the orderly and proper de
velopment of our highway program. The 
average level of highway obligations pro
vided for in the Federal Aid Highway 
Act of 1973 was $6.6 billion. In fiscal year 
1975, the States set a new record in high
way spending by obligating in excess of 
$7.8 billion. As the gentleman pointed 
out, this was due to the big backlog, as 
there was a big surge, a big hump in 
spending. They were able to do so only 
because there was an excess of spending 
projects which had been delayed or de
ferred due to previous executive im
poundments. It semes clear that with 
many sources of State tax revenue on the 
decline, and that is where my State of 
California finds itself, the States will not 
be able to continue to meet the matching 
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requirements of the highway program 
for an extended time period. 

This limitation was inserted at there
quest of the Secretary of Transportation 
by Senators RANDOLPH and BAKER of the 
other body. The House Budget Commit
tee has also agreed with this level. 

In fact, page 25 of the Budget Com
mittee's report on the second concurrent 
resolution states: 

Existing highway programs-Administra
tion and Congressional actions have in
creased the anticipated rate of outlays for 
the Federal Aid Highway program. The 
resolution includes an additional $905 mil
lion for highway outlays, and is based on the 
establishment of a $9 billion ceiling on 
new obligations during the fiscal year 1976 
and the transition quarter. 

Thus, the Budget Committee's resolu
tion which we are considering today 
assumes that amendment No. 50 will be 
approved. ; 

While I believe that $9 billion should be 
adequate for the full 15-month period, 
agreeing to this limitation at this time 
will not preclude the Congress from 
increasing the level at a later date, if 
economic conditions would warrant such 
an increase. 

Mr. Speaker, I urge that the motion be 
agreed to. Pending that, I would like to 
yield to the gentleman from Washington, 
the chairman of the Budget Committee, 
for a statement in this regard. 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Speaker, I thank the 
gentleman for yielding to me. 

Mr. Speaker, I will be brief. I want to 
rise in support of the chairman of ·the 
subcommittee and simply state to my 
very good friend from New Jersey, the 
chairman of the subcommittee, and my 
good friend, the chairman of the full 
committee, that all the Budget Commit
tee did in this case was to take the obli
gation levels that had occurred last year 
and try to project them into the next 
year to avoid a great surge going through 
the program all at one time. 

We have not tried, and certainly would 
not-it is not within our area and we 
have no intention of doing so-to touch 
the formula or manner in which the 
Committee on Public Works decides that 
they wish to allocate funds. Here is what 
happened. The Members will see on the 
chart ·outside a signiflcant increase in 
the functional category that involves 
this area. 

In February when the committee was 
preparing to bring the resolution to the 
floor, the obligation level before us for 
highways for this year was $4.6 billion, 
which is about the obligation level in 
recent years. After that several events 
made far more highway funds available 
in fiscal 1976 including money that was 
released by the President which had been 
impounded, a court case, and actiomby 
the Congress. 

On the 24th of June of this year, the 
Federal Highway Administrator told the 
Congress there would be an obligation 
rate of $6.9 billion. After the books were 
closed for the fiscal year on June 30, only 
a week later, obligations for the year 
totaled $7.9 billion, a full billion-dollar 
increase. 

so, all that is being proposed here is 
an attempt to smooth this program out 

through the next fiscal year and transi
tional quarter. The Committee on Pub
lic Works can recommend in December 
and during the spring how they want to 
use this money that is currently back
logged during :fiscal year 1977 and 1978. 
What we are now trying to do is handle 
fiscal year 1976 problems and the transi
tional quarter by approving a $9 billion 
obligation level, which is higher than 
has ever been spent in a year before. 

Then, if the Committee on Public 
Works says, we want to stay at about a 
$6 or $7 billion level or go back to a $4 to 
$5 billion rate, that of course is some
thing that will come before all of us, and 
the Congress will approve one way or 
the other. 

I am going to insert my remarks in -the 
RECORD, but basieally that is what we say. 
I am in support of the Appropriations 
Committee position. 

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ADAMS. I yield to the gentleman 
from New Jersey. 

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, I just 
want to comment on the fact that the 
gentleman stated there is $9 billion in 
this, which is higher than has ever been 
obligated before. It is true that this is 
for a 15-month program, and for the 
~egular 12-month program it is $7.2 bil
lion that will be permitted in that period, 
and that is substantially less than we had 
in the last fiscal year of $7.9 billion. 

I would also like to comment that this 
great surge did come because of past 
presidential impoundments. When we fi
nally got the $2 billion released on Feb
ruary 12, and then won the entire im
poundment battle, naturally there was a 
surge to try to catch up with backlog. 
I would hate to have us in Congress im
pose congressional impoundment and 
have things dry up, and then have the 
courts grant some new release and a 
new surge upward take place. That 
would certainly disrupt the Budget Com
mittee's efforts. 

Mr. ADAMS. All I am trying to state 
to the gentleman is that the estimated 
obligations level was at $6.9 billion. The 
first budget resolution had estimated 
about $7.2 billion for fisca11976. They got 
$1 billion more out by the end of the year 
for a $7.9 billion annual level for flscal 
1975. I agree that they did get from $6.9 
to $7.9 billion right while we were in the 
process of moving from the first to the 
resolution. 

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ADAMS. I yield to the gentleman 
from California. 

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Speaker, I wish to 
commend the gentleman for the remark
able job he and his Committee on the 
Budget have been doing to try to make 
the new Budget Act work. Here, what we 
have is a surge in expenditures for a 
highway program, which we are all for, 
but they have surged up to $7.8 billion. 
That is a considerable increase. The 
average level of highway obligation pro
vided for in the Federal Aid Highway 
Act for 1973 was $6.6 billion. What we 
have, unless we can get some kind of 
limitation in this way, is that we have 
expenditures that can go really uncon
trolled, so far as the Congress is con-

cerned. As I understand it, without this 
limitation there is no effective way of 
limiting these expenditures by the 
Budget Act, or otherwise. We can state 
what we want to in the Budget Act about 
how much we want to spend for high
ways, but if we do not have that limita
tion in this bill there is no effective way 
of limiting it. Is that correct? 

Mr. ADAMS. The gentleman is cor
rect. We would have no idea what will 
happen next year. As stated by the gen
tleman from New Jersey, there is this 
amount of money that has been created 
by the bulge of impoundments, and all 
we are trying to do is smooth it out so 
that we will be able to see how the proc
ess is working. 

Mr. GffiBONS. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ADAMS. I yield to the gentleman 
from Florida. 

Mr. GffiBONS. I thank the gentleman 
for yielding. 

Mr. Speaker, I am a little confused by 
some of the :figures here. I think the gen
tleman from New Jersey was referring to 
not· only the fiscal year 1976 but to the 
transitional fiscal period. And I believe 
the remarks of the gentleman in the well 
were directed just toward the fiscal year. 
Am I correct in that? There is a differ
ence of about $3 billion. 

Mr. McFALL. If the gentleman will 
yield, the limitation is $9 billion for the 
15-month period. 

Mr. GffiBONS. For the 15-month pe-
riod? 

Mr. McFALL. Yes. 
Mr. ADAMS. That is correct. 
Mr. McFALL. If the gentleman will 

yield further, it allows a very large 
amount to be spent. 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Speaker, I support 
the conference report and its provision 
placing a limitation on obligations un
der the Federal Aid Highways and High
way Safety Construction programs. This 
limitation, both in amount and in con
cept, is supportive of the congressional 
budget process and the specific estimates 
the Budget Committee has made for fis
cal year 1976. 

Without such a system, there can be 
no assurance as to the amount of avail
able contract authority the Department 
of Transportation will use during any 
given period of time. The congressional 
budget does not deal with the issue of 
obligation rates in areas such as the 
highway program, yet the estimates it 
contains for outlays from such programs 
must be based on assumptions as to the 
level of activity. These assumptions and 
estimates are subject to a great deal of 
variability. For example, the Federal 
Highway Administrator testified on June 
24 of this year that the obligation rate 
for the fiscal year then drawing to a close 
would be $6.9 billion. A week later, after 
the books were closed, he found that his 
agency had contracted with the States 
for some $7.9 billion in highway projects. 
This kind of uncertainty obviously plays 
havoc with the outlays estimates in the 
congressional budget resolution. The Ap
propriations Committee's Iim1tation re
moves the uncertainty and allows a firm. 
base for setting outlays and computing 
the ultimate surplus of deficit 1n the 
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budget. It helps to avert the possible situ
ation where rising expenditures in an un
controlled program use up the funds that 
the budget resolution had set aside for 
later programs the Congress had planned 
to enact. Such increases would be pos
sible without the enactment of a limita
tion since there is now available $11 bil
lion in unobligated contract authority, 
and more may be enacted before the be
ginning of fiscal 1977. 

In supporting this limitation, however, 
I would not want to leave the impres
sion that the Budget Committee or the 
Congress is trying to choke off the high
way program. To the contrary, our budg
et resolutions for fiscal 1976 and the ac
tions of the Congress in this session· have 
provided for a major expansion of high
way construction, taking advantage of 
its ability to generate substantial em
ployment activity. With the end of im
poundments, the obligation rates 
achieved during fiscal 197 5 and expected 
for fiscal1976 and the transition quarter 
are more than 50 percent above those 
anticipated by the administration . and 
far exceed those of prior years. Over 
this time period, nearly $6 billion in addi
tional funds will be put to work in the 
program. The results to date have been 
most satisfying. During the quarter im
mediately following the first release of 
impounded funds, contract lettings were 
substantially increased, yet the bid price 
index of the Federal Highway Adminis
tration decreased by 3.9 percent from the 
previous quarter. This reflected the 
serious recession in construction activity 
and the willingness of contractors to re
duce bids in order to keep up their ac
tivity. 

We anticipate that accelerated high
way construction will continue to stimu
late employment and the economy dur
ing 1976. In fact, with Presidential vetoes 
and delays of many economic stimulus 
measures originally contained in the first 
budget resolution, highway construction 
is one of the main elements in our stimu
lus program. The proposed level of obli
gations set by the conference report will 
permit highway construction to move 
ahead at the pace needed for the sake of 
the economy without carrying over an 
unduly large program of commitments 
and prospective outlays into 1977, when 
the economy is expected to be moving 
ahead strongly. 

Enactment of the limitation on obliga
tions will leave a significant balance of 
unobligated funds available at the end 
of flscal1976 and the transition quarter. 
This balance is the legacy of past execu
tive impoundments. Until these balances 
are worked off, continued care will be re
quired in establishing obligation levels 
for future years. The Budget Committee 
is ready to work closely with the other 
committees concerned to provide for the 
use of these prior funds and new au
thorizations in a way consistent with 
congressional budget intentions and our 
national transportation objectives. 

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Pennsyl
vania (Mr. SHUSTER). 

Mr. SHUSTER. Mr. Speaker, the issue 
here this afternoon I do not believe is 
whether we are going to spend $7 billion 
or $9 billion or $11 billion. Rather, the 
issue is: Are we going to permit congres-

sional impoundment, which indeed is in 
contravention to the Budget Act? 

We are not talking here about general 
funds. We are talking about dedicated 
trust funds, trust funds dedicated in fact 
not only to highways but, I would remind 
the Members, to mass transit as well. 

There are ample safeguards protect
ing the ceiling and the spending on these 
funds. The Secretary of Transportation 
cannot apportion 1 cent more than the 
Secretary of the Treasury certifies will 
be available in the trust fund. So this is 
certainly a limitation on spending. And 
this is in contravention to the Budget 
Act, because the Budget Act, I would re
mind the Members, recognized that the 
financing of highways and mass transit 
under the trust fund warranted exclu
sion from mandatory appropriation ceil
ings. 

I would remind the Members further 
that the · ceiling for this year set by the 
Budget Committee has been accepted. I 
would refer the Members to page 25 of 
the second concurrent budget resolu
tion, which states: 

Because of the unique character of the 
highway program, financed out of a trust 
fund, advance apportionment to States is 
necessary for the orderly development of the 
program. Many States will exhaust current 
authorizations by the end of the year. The 
highway program provides a major share of 
the employment in the public works field 
and its continuity is essential. * * • The 
Public Works and Transportation Committee 
has proceeded in good faith with its pro
posed 1977 transportation legislation and is 
in this regard cooperating with the Commit
tee in staying within the budget authority 
limitation of $3.3 billion for fiscal year 1976 
proposed in the resolution. 

So there are several limits which al
ready exist. And for us to proceed today 
to accept the Senate's position amounts 
to congressional impoundment of user 
taxes. But it does not end there, because 
not only are we faced with congressional 
impoundment of user taxes, this congres
sional impoundment would be adminis
tered by the OMB. 

Mr. Speaker, I would point out that 
in the past the OMB controlled the rate 
of release of highway and mass transit 
funds under the trust fund for making 
money available on a quarterly basis. I 
do not think there is any Member in 
this Chamber who would agree that a 
long-term capital program of highways 
and mass transit can be planned for 
adequately with quarterly release of 
funds. 

This is the history of OMB and, there
fore, this is what we can reasonably ex
pect to get from OMB in the future if 
we accept the Senate position on this 
item. 

Further, if we accept the Senate posi
tion on this item, then it would be the 
OMB which can decide which highway 
programs to fund, because if the appor
tionment is more than the ceiling, then 
somebody must decide where the money 
is going to come from. The OMB can 
make that decision, and the OMB, 
therefore, can decide whether the em
phasis should be on the Interstate Sys
tem or on the primary syst-em or in ur
ban areas or in rural areas, and I do not 
think this Congress wants to give that 
kind of power to the OMB. 

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, for these rea
sons I urge that we not accept the Sen
ate version. 

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, I yield my
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I rise in support of the 
motion to recede and concur with Senate 
amendment No. 50 to the conference re
port on the Department of Transporta
tion and Related Agencies Appropria
tions Act for fiscal year 1976 (H.R. 8365). 

This amendment was offered on the 
floor of the Senate by Senators RANDOLPH 
and BAKER to limit obligations. on exist
ing highway programs to $9 billion. I 
would like to report that the obligation 
limitation received bipartisan support. 
Senator MusKIE, chairman of the Senate 
Budget Committee, gave this ceiling his 
unqualified support. 

It is important to note that existing 
programs already enjoy an authorization 
ceiling in excess of $11 billion. Current 
pending proposals could boost that figure 
beyond $16 billion. 

This limitation must be passed. I ad
dress my colleagues' attention to page 25 
of the report which accompanies the sec
ond concurrent resolution on the budget 
for fiscal year 1976 (H. Con. Res. 466), 
which is up for consideration toaay. The 
following language appears on that page: 

Existing highway programs: Administra
tion and congressional actions have increased 
the anticipated rate of outlays for the Fed
eral-aid highway program. The resolution 
includes an additional $905 million for high
way outlays, and is based on the establish
ment of a 9 billion dollar ceiling on new 
obligations during fiscal year 1976 and the 
transition quarter. 

This is the first time that a provision 
in an appropriations bill has been inter
related to a provision in a budget resolu
tion. I enthusiastically support its pas
sage. It is the beginning of a new era in 
our legislative funding process. Why else 
do we have a Budget Committee? Are 
they in existence merely to present a 
bill that is of no consequence and will 
not be adhered to? Obviously, we must 
start to adhere to these resolutions. Only 
in this manner can we ever expect to 
come out of the yeg,r with a balanced 
budget. 

Without adherence to any limitation 
our appropriations for highway pro
grams could virtually run away from us. 
This limitation will enable us to place 
our priorities in perspective and to insure 
sufficient funding for all our essential 
highway programs. 

Historically, over the last 10 years, ob
ligations for comparable Federal Aid 
Highway programs averaged $4.9 billion 
per year. The fiscal year 1975 obligation 
level is higher due to release of im
pounded highway funds in that year. 

[In billions] 
Fiscal year 1966 _______________________ 3.9 

Fiscal year 1967----------------------- 3.8 
Fiscal year 1968----------------------- 4.2 
Fiscal year 1969----------------------- 4.7 
Fiscal year 1970----------------------- 4.8 Fiscal year 197L ______________________ 4. 7 · 
Fiscal year 1972----------------------- 5. 1 
Fiscal year 1973----------------------- 4.3 
Fiscal year 1974----------------------- 5.3 Fiscal year 1975 _______________________ 7.8 
Fiscal year 1976 Req ___________________ 5. 2 
Fisoal year 1976 Limit _________________ 7. 2 
Trans. Li~it ------------------------- 1. 8 
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In other words, the $9 billion obliga
tion level for 15 months is almost twice 
the average per year for the preceding 
10 years. 

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CONTE. I yield to the gentleman 
from New Jersey. 

Mr. HOWARD. Mr. Speaker, the gen
tleman from Massachusetts has stated 
that those figures he is including in the 
RECORD are figures of lower obligation 
during the years we were under im
poundments imposed by 3 different Pres
idents, and we did not get to a level 
which is higher than the 12-month level 
permitted until we got out from under 
the impoundment program during the 
last few months. 

I appreciate that the gentleman is in
cluding those figures, but I think he will 
find they are impoundment figures and, 
therefore, they are really meaningless. 

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, that table is 
included in the RECORD. 

There is one other thing I would like 
to cover. The gentleman who spoke in 
the well, the gentleman from Pennsyl
vania <Mr. SHUSTER), was urging Mem
bers of the House not to go along with 
this limitation. Let me advise the Mem
bers that one of the things I wish to sub
mit is a letter from James Lynn, the Di
rector of the Office of Management and 
Budget, which says that he will recom
mend to the President that he veto this 
bill unless this limitation goes in. This 
bill contains money to pay the employees 
of the Penn Central, and I know the gen
tleman is interested in that. If we have a 
veto, the employees are not going to be 
paid. 

Mr. Speaker, the letter I refer to is as 
follows: 

OFFICE OF MANAGEMENT AND BUDGET, 
Washington, D.C., November 11, 1975. 

HON. JOHN J. RHODES, 
Minority Leader, House of Representatives, 

Washington, D.C. · 
DEAR JoHN: The Conference Committee on 

the Department of Transportation and Re
lated Agencies Appropriation Bill. H.R. 8365, 
has reported the provision of the Senate bill, 
which limits highway obligations in 1976 and 
the transition quarter to $9 billion, in 
technical disagreement. This limitation ex
ceeds the 1976 Budget Request by $2.5 bil
lion, but the Administration has indicated 
its support for this effort to control highway 
program costs. 

Without the $9 billion limitation, up to 
$16 blllion of highway authorizations would 
be available for obligation during this period. 
Clearly, this is inconsistent with the Presi
dent's 1977 budgetary goals and the House 
Budget Committee Report (H.R. 94-608) on 
the Second Concurrent Resolution. 

The Administration strongly urges the 
House to adopt Amendment 50 to this bill 
which would recede and concur in the Sen
ate provision establishing a cap on the high
way program. If the House fails to adopt such 
a cap, Secret ary Coleman and I will recom
mend that this blll be vetoed. 

With all best wishes. 
Sincerely yours, 

JAMEST. LYNN. 

Director. 
Mr. Speaker, I do not think I need to 

impress upon you the importance of pass
ing this bill with funds for so many pro
grams that have been held up. Also there 

are funds provided in this bill to cover 
desperately needed back pay for Penn 
Central employees retroactive to January 
1975. These employees have waited too 
long to endure the ad.ded wait of a Presi
dential veto. 

I urge my colleagues to accept this lim
itation. Thank you Mr. Speaker. 

Mr. HARSHA. Mr. Speaker, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. CONTE. I yield to the gentleman 
from Ohio. 

Mr. HARSHA. Mr. Speaker, I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

I would just like to point out that I 
think this is the beginning of the end of 
the Highway Trust Fur_d. OMB is deter
mined and bound to dissolve that trust 
fund and no longer use it for the Federal 
aid highway system outside of the inter
state system. This is the approach we 
can expect from OMB. 

This went over to the Senate. They did 
not even have hearings, and they stuck 
this in the bill. There was no opportunity 
for the House to hold hearings, and there 
has been no opportunity to explain this 
limitation and the ramifications of what 
it means. 

Mr. Speaker, if we let OMB pull this 
over on us, the next time OMB is not 
going to impound the money; they are 
simply going to come up here and say, 
"You, the Congress, impounded the 
money. You denied yourselves the right 
to choose the area where the money 
should be spent." 

This is a very clever ploy by the OMB 
to further enhance their efforts in trying 
to extinguish and do away with the 
Highway Trust Fund. 

If this method is approved by the 
House, we might as well do away with 
the trust fund anyway and go to the 
general fund. That is all it is going to 
mean. 

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, let me an
swer my good friend, the gentleman from 
Ohio <Mr. HARSHA), and he is my good 
friend. When he says that this is the end 
of the trust fund, I say not so. I will be 
with him, standing shoulder to shoulder, 
when they try to abolish the Highway 
Trust Fund because I believe in it. 

When the gentleman says that there 
have been no hearings, I would like to 
bring this to the attention of the gentle
man from Washington <Mr. ADAMS) . I 
say not so because I understand that the 
gentleman from Washington (Mr. 
ADAMS) and the Committee on the Bud
get held hearings on this $9 billion limi
tation. Therefore, there have been hear
ings. It is not a figure that has just been 
plucked out of the air and put in here. 

Mr. HARSHA. If the gentleman will 
yield further, I would like to apprise my 
good friend, the gentleman from Massa
chusetts <Mr. CoNTE), for whom I have 
the greatest respect, that the adminis
tration has had a bill introduced in the 
Congress-and we have had hearings on 
it-to do away with the trust fund for 
the rest of the year or the rest of the 
program, outside of the interstate serv
ices. 

Mr. CONTE. We are not going to pass 
that bill. The gentleman knows that. 

Mr. HARSHA. I am certainly glad to 
have the gentleman from Massachusetts 
(Mr. CONTE) with me. 

Mr. McFALL. Mr. Speaker, I yield my
self such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Speaker, I would like to point out 
to the House that if the trust fund is 
ever dissolved-and I hope that it is 
not-the legislation would have to come 
from the Committee on Public Works. 

I would suggest to the House that if 
we are going to back up the Committee 
on the Budget and have any kind of 
limitation on expenditures and make the 
Budget Act work, we have to support thi'3 
motion. 

Mr. Speaker, I move the previous ques
tion on the motion. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the 
previous question is ordered. 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on 

the motion offered by the gentleman 
from California <Mr. McFALL). 

The question was taken; and on a di
vision (demanded by Mr. CoNTE) there 
were-ayes 144, noes 34. 

Mr. SNYDER. Mr. Speaker, I object 
to the vote on the ground that a quorum 
is not present and make the point of 
order that a quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is 
not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-yeas 297 nays 95 
not voting 41, as follows: ' ' 

Adams 
Alexander 
Anderson, Dl. 
Andrews, N.C. 
Annunzio 
Archer 
Armstrong 
Ashbrook 
Ashley 
Asp in 
AuCoin 
Baldus 
Bauman 
Beard, R.I. 
Beard, Tenn. 
Bell 
Bennett 
Biester 
Bingham 
Blanchard 
Boland 
Bolling 
Bonker 
Brad em as 
Breckinridge 
Brodhead 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brown, Calif. 
Brown, Mich. 
Brown, Ohio 
Broyhill 
Burgener 
Burke, Fla. 
Burke, Mass. 
Burleson, Tex. 
Burlison, Mo. 
Butler 
Byron 
Carney 
Carter 
Casey 
Clawson, Del 
Clay 
Cohen 
Collins, Dl. 
Collins, Tex. 
Conable 

[Roll No. 687] 
YEA8-297 

Conlan Flynt 
Conte Foley 
Conyers Ford, Tenn. 
Corman Forsythe 
Cornell Fountain 
Cotter Frenzel 
Coughlin Frey 
Crane Fuqua 
D'Amours Gaydos 
Daniel, Dan Giaimo 
Daniel, R. W. Gibbons 
Daniels, N.J. Gilman 
Davis Goldwater 
Delaney Gonzalez 
Dellums Goodling 
Dent Gradison 
Derrick Green 
Derwinski Gude 
Devine Guyer 
Dickinson Haley 
Diggs Hall 
Dingell Hamilton 
Dodd Hannaford 
Downey, N.Y. Harris 
Downing, Va. Hastings 
Drinan Heckler, Mass. 
Duncan, Oreg. Hicks 
Duncan, Tenn. Hightower 
duPont Hinshaw 
Eckhardt Holt 
Edgar Hoi tzman 
Edwards, Ala. Horton 
Edwards, Calif. Hubbard 
Eilberg Hungate 
Emery Hutchinson 
English Hyde 
Erlenborn !chord 
ESch Jacobs 
Evans, Colo. Jeffords 
Evans, Ind. Jenrette 
Evins, Tenn. Johnson, Colo. 
Fenwick Johnson, Pa. 
Findley Jones, Okla. 
Fish Jordan 
Fisher Karth 
Flood Kasten 
Florio Kastenmeier 
Flowers Kazen 
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Kelly 
Kemp 
Ketchum 
Keys 
Koch 
Krebs 
Krueger 
Lagomarsino 
Landrum 
Latta 
Leggett 
Lehman 
Lent 
Levitas 
Litton 
Lloyd, Calif. 
Long,Md. 
Lujan 
McClory 
McCollister 
McCormack 
McDade 
McFall 
McKay 
McKinney 
Madden 
Madigan 
Maguire 
Mahon 
Mann 
Martin 

· Matsunaga 
Mazzoli 
Meeds 
Melcher 
Meyner 
Mikva 
Milford 
Miller, Ohio 
Min eta 
Minish 
Mitchell, N.Y. 
Moakley 
Moffett 
Mollohan 
Moorhead, 

Calif. 
Morgan 
Moss 
Mottl 
Murphy, N.Y. 
Myers, Pa. 

Natcher 
Neal 
Nedzi 
Nichols 
Nix 
O'Brien 
O'Neill 
Ottinger 
Passman 
Patten, N.J. 
Patterson, 

Calif. 
Pattison, N.Y. 
Pepper 
Perkins 
Pettis 
Peyser 
Pickle 
Pike 
Poage 
Preyer 
Pritchard 
Railsback 
Rangel 
Rees 
Regula 
Reuss 
Rhodes 
Riegle 
Rinaldo 
Risenhoover 
Robinson 
Rodino 
Ro~rs 
Rosenthal 
Rostenkowski 
Rousselot 
Roybal 
Runnels 
Russo 
Ryan 
StGermain 
Santini 
Sat:asin 
Sarbanes 
Scheuer 
Schnee bell 
Schroeder 
Schulze 
Sebelius 
Seiberling 
Sharp 

NAYS-95 

Shipley 
Shriver 
Sikes 
Simon 
Sisk 
Skubitz 
Slack 
Smith, Nebr. 
Solarz 
Spellman 
Spence 
Staggers 
Stanton, 

J. William 
Steed 
Steelman 
Steiger, Ariz. 
Steiger, Wis. 
Stratton 
Stuckey 
Studds 
Symington 
Talcott 
Taylor, N.C. 
Teague 
Thompson 
Thone 
Traxler 
Treen 
Tsongas 
Ullman 
VanderVeen 
Vanik 
Vigorito 
Wampler 
Weaver . 
Whalen 
White 
Whitehurst 
Wiggins 
Wilson, Tex. 
Wirth 
Wolff 
Wright 
Wydler 
Wylie 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young, Alaska 
Young, Ga. 
Zablocki 
Zeferetti 

Abdnor Hansen O'Hara 
Abzug Harkin Pressler 
Anderson, Harrington Price • 

Calif. Harsha Quillen 
Badillo Hawkins Randall 
Bafalis Hayes, Ind. Richmond 
Barrett Hays, Ohio Roberts 
Baucus Hechler, W.Va. Roe 
Bedell Helstoski Roncalio 
Bergland Henderson Rooney 
Bevill Howard Rose 
Blouin Howe Roush 
Boggs Hughes Ruppe 
Bowen Johnson, Calif. Satterfield 
Breaux Jones, Ala. Shuster 
Brinkley Jones, N.C. Smith, Iowa 
Burke, Calif. Jones, Tenn. Snyder 
Burton, John LaFalce Stanton,, 
Burton, Phillip Lloyd, Tenn. James V. 
Carr McDonald Stark 
Chisholm Mezvinsky Stephens 
Clancy Miller, Calif. Stokes 
Clausen, Mills Sullivan 

Don H. Mink Symms 
Cochran Mitchell, Md. Taylor, Mo. 
Fascell Montgomery Thornton 
Fithian Moore Vander Jagt 
Ford, Mich. Murtha Waggonner 
Ginn Myers, Ind. Waxman 
Grassley Nolan Whitten 
Hagedorn Nowak Wilson, Bob 
Hammer- Oberstar Winn 

schmidt Obey Young, Tex. 
NOT VOTING-41 

AddabbO 
Ambro 
Andrews, 

N.Dak. 
Biaggi 
Buchanan 
Cederberg 
Chappell 
Cleveland 
Danielson 
dela Garza 
Early 
Eshleman 
Fary 

Fraser 
Hanley 
Hebert 
Hefner 
Heinz 
Hillis 
Holland 
Jarman 
Kindness 
Long, La. 
Lott 
McCloskey 
McEwen 
McHugh 

The 
pairs: 

Clerk announced 

Macdonald 
Mathis 
Metcalfe 
Michel 
Moorhead, Pa. 
Mosher 
Murphy,Dl. 
Patman, Tex. 
Quie 
Udall 
VanDeerlin 
Walsh 
Wilson, c. H. 
Young, Fla. 

the following 

Mr. Patman with Mr. Hebert. 
Mr. Addabbo With Mr. Andrews of North 

Dakota. 
Mr. Moorhead of Pennsylvania with Mr. 

Chappell. 
Mr. Am.bro with Mr. Eshleman. 
Mr. Metcalfe With Mr. Buchanan. 
Mr. Hanley with Mr. Mathis 
Mr. Danielson With Mr. de la Garza.. 
Mr. Macdonald of Massachusetts With Mr. 

Young of Florida. 
Mr. Charles H. Wilson of California with 

Mr. Cederberg. 
Mr. Biaggi With Mr-. Heinz. 
Mr. Fraser With Mr. Jarman. 
Mr. Fary With Mr. Cleveland. 
Mr. Hefner With Mr. Hillis. 
Mr. Early with Mr. Kindness. 
Mr. Van Deerlin With Mr. Long of Lousi-

ana. 
Mr. Holland With Mr. McCloskey. 
Mr. McHugh With Mr. Michel. 
Mr. Murphy of rutnois with Mr. Lott. 
Mr. Udall With Mr. McEwen. 
Mr. Quie with Mr. Walsh. 

Messrs. WHITI'EN, MYERS of In
diana, · WINN, RONCALIO, HOWARD, 
PHILLIP BURTON, and BAUCUS 
changed their vote from "yea" to "nay." 

Messrs. RANGEL and KASTEN 
changed their vote from "nay" to "yea.'' 

So the motion was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider the votes by 

which the action was taken on the sev
eral motions was laid on the table. 

HIGHWAY FUND AMENDMENT 
Ms. ABZUG. Mr. Speaker, in today's 

deliberations on the transportation 
appropriations conference report, the 
House receded and concurred in the 
amendment of the Senate to limit obli
gations for the Federal-aid highway and 
related mass transit programs to $9 bil
lion for the fiscal year 1976 and the 
transition period. In my opinion, the 
action taken today by this House will 
have immediate and long-term impact 
on : First, the stability of Federal-aid 
highway and related mass transit pro
grams; Second, spending discretion on 
the part of the Department of Trans .. 
portation and the Office of Management 
and Budget; and Third, jobs in the high
way and mass transit construction fields. 

At a time when the program has yet 
to recover from past impoundment prac
tices, the States and the construction 
industry will be subjected to renewed 
instability, higher costs, and possible 
loss of employment. We are moving to 
implement a policy of increased flexibil
ity in the use of transportation funds. 
It is counterproductive to the promo
tion of this policy to enact such restric
tions as the one that was offered today. 
The imposition of the obligation limita
tion on these programs, which I voted 
against today, was totally unexplored by 
hearings in either House, at a time when 
Congress has intensified scrutiny of pro
grams and priorities through the budget
ing process. Indeed, it came as a last 
minute floor amendment in the Senate 
at the request of the Secretary of Trans
portation. 

The limitation has nothing to do with 
the Congressional Budget Act which ex
empted expenditures from the Highway 
Trust Fund from mandatory appropria-

tion ceilings. Indeed, the Budget Com
mittee in its report on the second budget 
resolution indicated that the Public 
Works and Transportation .Committee is 
proceeding in good faith with proposed 
legislation and was cooperating with the 
Congressional Budget Committee in 
staying within the budget authority 
limitation for fiscal year 1976. 

In practice, the obligation limitation 
device will produce nothing more than 
the same result from past years of dele
gating excessive authority to the De
partment of Transportation and the Of
fice of Management and Budget. Distri
bution of the $7.2 billion obligation for 
the fiscal year 1976 will be left to the dis
cretion of the Secretary so long as no 
State exceeds the authorized amounts 
apportioned to it. This means in effect 
that Congress is abdicating its right to 
set priorities among highway programs, 
and that the States in toto will be re
ceiving less than the amounts to which 
they are entitled under law. 

I regret that the House has seen fit to 
take this action. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. McFALL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan

imous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days in which to revise 
and extend their remarks, and to include 
pertinent extraneous material and tables, 
on the conference report just agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. ls there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Cali
fornia? 

There was no objection. 

APPOINTMENT OF ADDITIONAL 
CONFEREE ON H.R. 3474 

Mr. PRICE. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani
mous consent that the Speaker be au
thorized to appoint an additional con
feree on the bill (H.R. 3474) to author
ize appropriations to the Energy Re
search and Development Administration. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from illi
nois? The Chair hears none and appoints 
me following conferee: Mr. LuJAN. 

PERMISSION FOR COMMITI'EE ON 
STANDARDS OF OFFICIAL CON
DUCT TO SIT DURING 5-MINUTE 
RULE TOMORROW 
Mr. FLYNT. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani

mous consent that the Committee on 
Standards of Official Conduct be per
mitted to sit tomorrow during the 5-
minute rule. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Georgia? 

There was no objection. 

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON 
H.R. 4073, APPALACHIAN REGIONAL 
DEVELOPMENT ACT OF 1965 
Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Speaker, 

I ask unanimous consent to take from 
the Speaker's table the bill (H.R. 4073) to 
extend the Appalachian Regional Devel
opment Act of 1965 for an additional 2-
fiscal-year period, with Senate amend-
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ments thereto, disagree to the Senate 
amendments, and request a conference 
with the Senate thereon. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ala
bama? The Chair hears none and ap
points the following conferees: Messrs. 
JONES of Alabama, WRIGHT, JOHNSON Of 
California, RoE, HARSHA, and HAMMER
SCHMIDT. 

APPOINTMENT OF CONFEREES ON 
H.R. 5247, LOCAL PUBLIC WORKS 
CAPITAL DEVELOPMENT AND IN
VESTMENT ACT OF 1975 

Mr. JONES of Alabama. Mr. Speaker, 
I ask unanimous consent to take from the 
Speaker's table the bill (H.R. 5247) to 
authorize a local public works capital 
development and investment program, 
with Senate amendments thereto, dis
agree to the Senate amendments, and re
quest a conference with the Senate 
thereon. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ala
bama? The Chair hears none, and ap
points the following conferees: Messrs. 
JONES Of Alabama, WRIGHT, JOHNSON Of 
California, and RoE, Ms. Aszua, and 
Messrs. HARSHA and CLEVELAND. 

HOUSE RESOLUTION 855, RELATING 
TO THE UNITED NATIONS AND 
ZIONISM 
Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I offer a 

resolution <H. Res. 855) relating to the 
United Nations and Zionism and ask 
unanimous consent for its immediate 
consideration. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mas
sachusetts? 

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Speaker, reserving 
the right to object, I just want to observe 
that a similar resolution was offered 
earlier today and objected to by the gen
tleman from Wisconsin <Mr. KAsTEN
MEIER). That resolution contained a fur
ther paragraph which read: 

Resolved, That the Committee on Inter
national Relations and the Committee on 
Foreign Relations begin hearings immediately 
to re-assess the United States further partici
pation in the United Nations General As
sembly. 

Now, the resolution we just heard read 
to us condemned the United Nations res
olution equating Zionism with racism, as 
indeed we should. 

Then, second, it strongly opposes the 
so-called Decade for Action and any 
U.S. participation therein, so long as the 
resolution remains in tact and, this reso
lution before us calls for an energetic ef
fort to amend the U.N. resolution. 

But the one appropriate thing the 
House of Representatives could have 
done was to hold immediate hearings and 
to drag the U.N. issues out into the open. 
We should make these thugs and scound
rels in the United Nations account for 
their actions. Instead we capitulated on 
this important point and avoid the real 
issue, the future relationship of this Na
tion and the United Nations. 

This is a significant backdown by the 
House. I think we should hold hearings 

whether or not the particular clause re
mains in this resolution, and this House 
should take a hard look at our future re
lations with the United Nations. 

Mr. Speaker, I withdraw my reserva-
tion of objection. -

The Clerk read the resolution as fol
lows: 

H. REs. 855 
Whereas the United States, as a founder 

of the United Nations Organization~ has a 
fundamental interest in promoting the pur
poses and prinCiples for which that organiza
tion was created; and 

Whereas in article I of the Charter of the 
United Nations the stated purpose of the 
United Nations include: 

"To achieve international cooperation in 
solving international problems of an eco
nomic, social, cultural, or humanitarian 
character, and in promoting and encouraging 
respect for human rights and for fundamen
tal freedoms for all without distinction as to 
race, sex, language or religion;" and 

Whereas the General Assembly of the 
United Nations decided to launch on Decem
ber 10, 1973, a Decade of Action to Combat 
Racism and Racial Discrimination and a pro
gram of action which the United States sup
ported and in which it desires to partiCipate; 
and 

Whereas the United Nations General As
sembly on November 10, 1975, adopted a reso
lution which describes Zionism as a form of 
racism thereby identifying it as a target of 
the Decade for Action to Combat Racism and 
Discrimination; .and 

Whereas the extension of the program of 
the Decade to include a campaign against 
Zionism brings the United Nations to a point 
of encouraging anti-Semitism, one of the 
oldest and most virulent forms of racism 
known to human history; now, therefore. 
be it 

Resolved, That the House of Representa
tives sharply condemns the resolution 
adopted by the General Assembly on Novem
ber 10, 1975 in that said resolution encour
ages anti-Semitism by wrongly associating 
and equating Zionism with racism and racial 
discrimination, thereby contradicting a fun
damental purpose of the United Nations 
Charter; and be it 

Resolved, That the House strongly opposes 
any form of participation by the United 
States Government in the Decade for Action 
to Combat Racism and Racial Discrimination 
so long as that Decade and program remain 
distorted and compromised by the aforemen
tioned resolution naming Zionism as one of 
the targets of that struggle; and be it 

Resolved, That the House calls for an 
energetic effort by all those concerned with 
the adherence of the United Nations to the 
purposes stated in its Charter to obtain re
consideration of the aforementioned resolu
tion with a view to removing the subject of 
Zionism, which is a national but in no way 
a racist philosophy, from the context of any 
programs and discussions focusing on racism 
or racial discrimination. 

Mr. YATES. Mr. Speaker, for those 
who support j;he purposes and principles 
of the United Nations, yesterday was the 
saddest day of all. It is hard to believe 
that any organ of the United Nations 
would have the shamelessness to do what 
the General Assembly did last night in 
approving the indecent resolution which 
equated Zionism with racism. That vote 
was so obviously false and malicious, so 
completely the result of gutter politics, 
so thoroughly the product of corrupt 
bargaining, that it is difficult to conceive 
that the General Assembly will ever again 
serve any useful purpose, so thoroughly 
did it discredit itself. 

The Washington Post reported this 
morning the lobbyists who opposed the 
resolution found responses like the fol
lowing, and I quote from the Post's 
article: 

"Everywhere the Europeans went,'' said 
one European Ambassador, "we found that 
the Arabs had been there before us. We get 
responses such as 'this is what they offered 
us for our vote--what will you offer?' " 

The Libyans said a western source had 
been particularly active in offering cash for 
votes. He would not deny that the West 
might be making counter offers as well. 

Mammon, rather than the U.N. Char
ter, now controls the voting in the Gen
eral Assembly. 

This is one of the General Assembly's 
most irresponsible moments. 

Mr. Speaker, the American Jewish 
Committee has prepared a study entitled: 
"Israel: A Pluralistic Democracy" which 
authoritatively indicates how invalid is 
the accusation of racism against Israel. 
I am pleased to attach that study to my 
remarks: 
THE AMERICAN JEWISH C-OMMITTEE, 

INSTITUTE OF HUMAN RELATIONS, 

New York, N.Y. 
ISRAEL: A PLURALISTIC DEMOCRACY 

A BACKGROUND MEMORANDUM ON THE STATUS 
OF MINORITY GROUPS, INCLUDING ARABS, 
UNDER ISRAELI RULE 

At the United Nations and elsewhere, the 
Arab nations and some of their allies are tar
ring Israel with the brush of racism. A 
resolution declaring Zionism to be a form of 
racism has been adopted by the "Third 
Committee" {the Social, Humanitarian and 
Cultural Committee of the General Assembly 
of the UN) and awaits a vote by the General 
Assembly as a whole. 

The accusation of racism against Israelis a 
flagrant example of the Big Lie in action. 
Israel is the only democracy in the Middle 
East--a nation where civil liberties prevail, 
and where equality among citizens of all 
ethnic and religious backgrounds has been 
realized, to a degree undreamed of anywhere 
in the Arab world. 

The facts below illustrate the status of 
Arabs and other minority groups in Israel 
today, the degree of equality they enjoy and 
the ongoing efforts being made to reduce 
their remaining disadvantages. This infor
mation may be freely used and quoted with
out attribution. 

Size of population groups. Though consti
tuted as the .rewish homeland and predom
inantly Jewish in population, Israel is also a 
pluralistic nation. At the time of the latest 
census (1972), her 3.2 mlllion population 
consisted o! some 2.7 million Jews (85.1 per 
cent); some 359,000 Moslems (11.2 per cent), 
all or nearly all of them Arabs; about 80,000 
Christians (2.4 per cent), most of them also 
Arabs; and about 39,000 Druzes and others 
( 1.3 per cent) . Druzes are an Arab group 
that broke away from Islam in the lOth cen
tury. 

The Arab community has greatly increased 
under the State of Israel. In 1949, at the end 
of the Israeli War of Independence, there 
were only some 160,000 Arabs. The increase 
is due partly to natural growth, partly to the 
readmission of thousands who fled when the 
Arab states attacked Israel. 

Rights and realities. Israel's basic consti
tutional document, the Proclamation of In
dependence {1948), provides complete equal
ity of social and political rights for all citi
zens regardless of creed, race or sex, and 
guarantees freedom of religion and con
science, as well as of language, education and 
culture. It speclftcally invites Arab people 
dwelllni in Israel to help build the State on 
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the basis of full and equal citizenship and 
due representation in all institutions. 

These are not mere paper promises. There -
is no institutionalized discrimination against 
Arabs or other minorities. All groups freely 
exercise all citizen rights, including the right 
to vote and to run for public office. 

Citizenship. Anyone who lived in what is 
now Israel in 1948, the year the State came 
into being, and has stayed there since, is 
an Israeli citizen, no matter what his or her 
eth nic background or creed. So is anyone 
born in Israel since 1948 who continues to 
reside there. 

Immigration and naturalization are han
dled much as in other countries. Persons of 
a ny nationality or creed (excluding only 
known criminalf? and similar undesirables) 
may come to Israel to live, and may become 
citizens after a specified waiting period
t hree years in most cases. However, as the 
homeland of the Jewish people, Israel offers 
an expedited procedure for Je,ws, known as 
the Law of Return. Any Jewish immigrant 
from any country will be admitted, and made 
a citizen if he or she wishes, without waiting. 

Language. As everyone knows who has ever 
looked at an Israeli postage stamp, the Arabic 
language has official status along with He
brew. On the floor of the Knesset (legisla
ture), Arab members speak Arabic; all Knes
set proceedings are conducted with simul
taneous translation from Hebrew into Arabic 
or vice versa. Citizens may use Arabic in 
any court of law or government office. 

Cultural autonomy. In keeping with the 
guarantees in the Proclamation of Indepen
dence, Arabs are afforded every opportunity 
to maintain their own culture and tradition. 
Arab children attend schools where classes 
are conducted in Arabic and where Arab his
tory and culture are freely taught. 

Of the country's 24 daily papers, four are 
in Arabic. Numerous Arabic books and some 
20 Arabic magazines are published. The radio 
and TV feature daily programs in Arabic. 
Israel has no censorship except in matters 
directly involving military security. 

The cultural creativeness of Israeli Arabs 
in drama, literature and painting, is high and 
is increasingly fostered by Arab-Jewish cul
tural centers, usually under private auspices. 

Religious communities. In keeping with 
Middle Eastern tradition, Israel treats re
ligious groups not simply as private associa
tions, the way many Western countries do, 
but as entities with official standing. Dele-

·ga,ted to these communities are such matters 
of personal status as marriage and divorce. 
Each group has its own system of courts to 
deal with these according to its religious law 
(Rabbinical, Moslem, Druze, Roman Catho
lic and so on). 

The Moslem community, like the others, 
has far-reaching autonomy, including the 
power to administer religious endowments. 
Members of the Moslem clergy (some 200) 
are paid by the State, like the clergy of other 
faiths. Regular services are held in some 90 
mosques, and Moslem Friday prayers are 
broadcast on the national radio. 

Day of rest. Saturday, the Jewish Sabbath, 
is the official day of rest in Israel; but Mos
lems and Christians have the option, under 
law, to close their places of work instead on 
Friday or Sunday, respectively. 

Public service and public office. The num
ber of Arabs in the civil service has been 
relatively low to date, but is steadily in
creasing as an ever-rising percentage of Arabs 
finish high school. There are about 5,000 
Arabs among the nation's civil service em
ployees, who number around 70,000. 

Arabs and Druzes serve routinely as magis
trates. 

Of the 120 members of the present Knesset 
(legislature) , four are Arabs and one is a 
Druze. The present Deputy Minister of 
Health, Abdul Aziz Zuabi, is an Arab, as was 
a former Deputy Speaker of the Knesset, the 

late Seif Aldin Alzuabi. Jaber Muadi, who 
recently served as Deputy Minister of Com
munications, is a Druze. 

Police. Bedouin Arabs, Druzes and other 
minority group members serve in the Israeli 
Police Force which, besides performing ordi
nary policy duties, works with the Army in 
guarding the borders against infiltrators. As 
of 1973, there were 1,287 Arabs and Druzes 
in a total force of 13,882 persons. 

Armed forces . To avoid conflicts of con
science, the Israeli government has offered 
blanket exemption from the draft to certain 
ethnic and religious groups. The Druzes have 
decided in a body not to avail themselves 
of this exemption, as have the Circassians, 
a Moslem sect. Most Arabs, both Moslem and 
Christian, do make use of the exemption, 
but individual Arabs are free to volunteer 
for service, and some do each year. 

Political parties. In Israel's highly diversi
fied multiparty system, Arabs are represented 
in a variety of ways. The large Mapam party 
and the Communist Party have Arabs on 
their regular slates of candidates. Others, 
including the Israel Labour Party, the coun
try's largest, offer special slates ("affiliated 
lists") of Arab candidates. In addition, there 
are some exclusively Arab parties. However, 
in Israel as in the U.S., voters frequently 
cross ethnic lines where it is to their ad
vantage. Thus, many Arab voters cast their 
ballots for the Jewish slate of the Labour 
Party, because they feel it can do more for 
them than any other. 

Local government. Before the State of Is
rael existed, there was almost no Arab local 
government; only three towns had local 
councils. As part of its polioy of encouraging 
local home rule, the Israeli government has 
actively promoted municipal organization of 
Arab communities. Two municipalities and 
46 local councils are now predominantly 
Arab or Druze. Another 27 Arab v1llages have 
representation in councils with mixed Arab
Jewish membership. Over 82 per cent of Is
raeli Arabs live in localities that have some 
form of home rule. 

Freedom of travel. All citizens-Jews, Arabs 
and others-are free to travel in all parts 
of Israel without licenses or permits. They 
also are free to leave, and return to, Israel 
with only routine passport requirements. 

Although Arab states do not admit Israelis 
to their territory, Israel allows citizens of 
Arab states, even of those hostile to her, to 
enter for pilgrimages, family visits and other 
purposes. In 1974, approximately 250,000 per
sons entered Israel on this basis. 

Employment. All workers-Jews, Arabs and 
others-receive the same wages for the same 
work. Public employment agencies serve all 
equally. Social and labor laws apply equally 
to all. 

Some 50,000 Arabs from the West Bank 
and the other administered territories hold 
commuter jobs in Israel proper: in o.grl
culture, industry and construction. Thanks 
to the equal-pay provision, these workers 
are paid far better than they were when the 
West Bank was under Jordanian rule, and 
the Gaza Strip under Egyptian. 

Unions. Nearly 100,000 Israeli Arabs-about 
65 per cent of all Arabs holding jobs-be
long to Histadrut, the Israel General Federa
tion of Labor, which trains - them, protects 
their professional and social rights, and pro
vides them with the same benefits in the 
area of labor conditions and medical and so
cial services as all other members. 

Agriculture. Programs for land reclama
tion, agricultural training, and improvement 
of farming and marketing impartially bene· 
fit Jewish and Arab localities. Under Israeli 
rule, total acreage t111ed by Arab and Druze 
farmers has increased from 172,000 to 195,-
000 acres; irrigated land tilled by them from 
2,000 to 15,000 acres; agricultural machinery 
used by them from 5 to over 1,000 units. As 
a result, the output of Arab agriculture has 

grown sixfold in the years of Israeli rule, and 
the farmers' standard of living has risen 
accordingly. 

Community betterment. Over and above 
community improvement programs for the 
population as a whole, the Israel govern
ment conducts ongoing special projects to 
improve living and working conditions in 
Arab communities. Thus, 'Qetween 1967 and 
1975, two programs totaling IL 200 m11lion 
supplied Arab towns and villages with roads, 
drinking water, sanitation, electricity, tele
phone service, schools, health services, ex
panded job opportunities and housing near 
where the jobs are. 

Primary and secondary education. For Arab 
youngsters as for others, education is com
pulsory; free public schools are provided for 
them and are financed at the same rate per 
pupil as are schools for Jewish students. 
Arab-language public schools currently en
roll some 144,000 pupils. Another 14,000 are 
enrolled in private schools, religious or other. 
In the public schools, Hebrew is taught as a 
second language from third grade on. Since 
Israel does not separate religion and the 
state as sharply as do many Western nations, 
Arab children in public schools are taught 
the Koran or the Christian catechism, de
pending on their faith, just as Jewish chil
dren -are taught the Jewish Scriptures-the 
Old Testament. 

Arab public education has greatly increased 
in the 27 years of Israeli rule: from 46 pub
lic schools to 644. Attendance among Arab 
boys rose from 65 to 96 per cent (1973 ). 
Among Arab girls, who traditionally received 
no formal education at all, it rose from 15 to 
85 per cent. 

Higher education. Arab students attend all 
six of Israel's univensities and are admitted 
on the same basis as other students. Because 
of the traditionally low educational stand
ards of the Middle East, Arabs are still seri
ously underrepresented among university 
students-as are Jews who have come to 
Israel from Middle Eastern countries, rather 
than from Europe. As of 1975, there were 
1,2{)0 Arab students in a total enrollment of 
50,000. The trend has been up for a number 
of years, but the process of bringing cul
turally disadvantaged groups up to standard 
educational levels is slowed by the financial 
drain of defense needs. 

Social welfare. Of the country's 180 wel
fare offices, 40 are in Arab or Druze villages, 
providing the same services as are offered 
elsewhere-for example, aid to neglected chil
dren, delinquent youth, the retarded and the 
aged; providing food subsidies for those un
able to earn a living wage; adoption services. 

Integration. Although Israel remains and 
will remain a multiethnic, multicultural so
ciety, Jews are becoming more conscious Df 
Arab culture and tradition, while Arabs are 
more receptive to the general cultural atmos
phere. Interaction appears to be increasing. 
Thus, for the last 11 years, a Jewish-Arab 
summer camp for youth has been held in 
Akko (Acre). In Haifa there is a Jewish-Arab 
school, as well as a large center for joint 
Jewish-Arab sports groups, art groups, meet
ings and exhibitions. 

Nearly all Jewish schools teach at least 
basic Arabic, and in many of them Arabic 
is a compulsory subject for several years. The 
study of Arab history and culture is an in
tegral part of the curriculum in Jewish 
schools. 

Mr. BOLAND. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the resolution offered by the 
distinguished majority and minority 
leaders. 

The action taken yesterday by the 
General Assembly of the United Nations 
strikes at the very heart of the United 
Nations role in achieving international 
peace and cooperation. It must be obvious 
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to all the world, even in those countries 
whose partisan votes were cast against 
Jews and Judaism, that the U.N. vote was 
predicated, as Secretary Kissinger put it, 
on "one way morality." The United Na
tions has surely been greatly diminished 
as a forum of conciliation and as an agent 
of political compromise. 

The United States can in no way con
done the irresponsible attitude of the 
present bullying majority in the Gen
eral Assembly. All of us in the Congress 
condemn it, not only because anti
Semitism is a disease that has killed too 
many too frequently, but because recent 
months have seen the first positive steps 
toward peace in the Middle East in so 
long. Those 72 countries which voted to 
condemn Zionism have instead repudi
ated peace and the not-insubstantial 
role that the United Nations has played 
in achieving the present peace agree
ments. 

I believe that this vote, which is sore
pellent in its philosophy, brings the 
United Nations to a new low in its use
fulness for world peace. If the vote had 
been to evict Israel from the U.N., as 
some countries have urged, I might well 
have urged our Government to consider 
withdrawing from the United Nations. 
Despite the evil that has been done, how
ever, the U.N. remains a place where na
tions can air their views. In this case the 
majority spoke in the tones greatly rem
iniscent of the Third Reich, but at least 
only words were exchanged. As long as 
nations continue to discuss their prob
lems in however one-sided a fashion, 
hope remains that they will not settle 
their problems in other, more terrifying 
fashion. I believe that this country must 
unqualifiedly denounce the General As
sembly vote of yesterday as racist and 
irresponsible. I also believe that the place 
where our denunciations should ring 
loudest and longest is in the General As
sembly of the United Nations. There is 
no question about the U.S. condemnation 
of anti-Semitism, nor, I feel, about our 
hope that this vote can be changed, the 
tide of political clubism rolled back, and 
a rejuvenated United Nations restored to 
its rightful high place in international 
relations. 

Mr. Speaker, the resolution now before 
the House seeks to reaffirm the purposes 
for which the United Nations was 
founded. It seeks to remind some of the 
member nations of the circumstances 
and concerns that gave rise to its genesis. 
World peace cannot be achieved through 
racist or antireligious rhetoric. It must 
and can only survive through the guar
antee of fundamental human rights and 
freedoms. I say without hesitation that 
every member in this chamber stands 
behind those basic freedoms with which 
all men are endowed. I urge the swift 
passage of this resolution. 

Mr. RIEGLE. Mr. Speaker, shortly 
after the U.S. delegates met in San Fran
cisco to sign the United Nations Charter, 
one of its first acts was to provide for the 
State of Israel. This unprecedented and 
symbolic event gave much hope and in
spiration to a war weary world. It gave 
meaning to the adjudication of interna
tional disputes peacefully and guaran-

teed a long suffering people their right
ful homeland. 

In light of this history it is difficult to 
believe the events that transpired in the 
United Nations General Assembly Mon
day. The adoption of the anti-Zionism 
resolution by a vote of 72 to 35 resurrects 
the horrors of Nazism. Truly a "great evil 
has been loosed upon the world" as Am
bassador Moynihan so properly stated. 

This is truly a turning point for the 
United Nations. Sentiment in the United 
States has been gradually turning 
against this international body and it 
was severely damaged by this racist out
burst against Israel. Fewer and fewer 
countries will bring their disputes to the 
United Nations and we will see its moral 
and political prestige diminishing. Unless 
there is a reversal of this vote the United 
Nations runs the very great risk of be
coming another League of Nations. 

Mr. AMBRO. Mr. Speaker, it is with 
a great sense of sadness and anger that I 
rise today to express my shock, indigna
tion, and also my regret that the United 
Nations General Assembly voted yester
day to equate and condemn Zionism as a 
form of racism. In passing this resolu
tion, the United Nations has engaged in 
another hypocritical act which not only 
puts that organization on record as a 
supporter and instigator of anti-Semi
tism on a grand, international scale, 
but also tragically destroys the principals 
of its Charter-the upholding of the 
ideals of human rights and the peaceful 
resolution of international disputes. 

In a way, the passage of this particu
lar resolution on this particular evening 
is fraught with irony. It was that night
November 10-37 years ago-in 1938-
that Hitler's Nazi storm troopers 
launched a coordinated attack on the 
Jewish community in Germany, burned 
the synagogues in all its cities, destroyed 
Jewish holy books and attacked Jewish 
homes. In addition, it leaves an especially 
bitter taste to think that the interna
tional organization that was born out of 
the struggle against the horrors of 
Nazism and its anti-Semitic philosophy 
should now become the crucible for anti
Semitism and anti-Jewish hatred. That 
is what makes this situation doubly sad. 

I am at a loss to surpass the stunning 
eloquence of our Ambassador to the 
United Nations, Daniel P. Moynihan, in 
expressing my anger and disappointment 
at the passage of this resolution, so I 
shall just take the liberty of quoting from 
his statement and echo his sentiment 
that "a great evil has been loosed upon 
the world. The abomination of antisemi
tism has been given the appearance of 
international sanction-and the vote 
granted symbolic amnesty, and more, to 
the murderers of 6 million European 
Jews" during World War II. · I can only 
express pride and enthusiastic agree
ment with his declaration that the 
United States "does not acknowledge, 
will not abide by, never will acquiesce in 
this infamous act." 

Mr. Speaker, for all the fancy rhetoric 
on the part of the proponents of this res
olution, it must be emphasized that anti
Zionism is merely a euphemism for anti
Semitism, that adherence to a resolution 

condemning Zionism means adherence to 
anti-Semitism, and the legitimization of 
aggression against Israel, the great 
achievement of Zionism. Another of the 
great ironies emerging from this situa
tion is that the State of Israel, in its 
brief, 27-year history has amply demon
strated that it is a society of humani
tarian ideals, social justice, and tolerance 
for all peoples. Infiamatory Arab invec
tive to the contrary, even those Arabs 
living in territory occupied since the 6-
day war in 1967 have been treated hu
manely, and indeed many residents of 
the Gaza strip have been given jobs and 
are presently experiencing the highest 
standard of living that they have known 
since they voluntarily became refugees 
during the first Arab-Israeli War in 1948, 
when they were persuaded to leave so 
that they might return as conquering 
heros. Since 1967, when Israeli troops re
unified Jerusalem, this city central to 
three of the world's major religious faiths 
has been treated with the respect and 
reverence due its holy status. All faiths 
have been allowed free access to their 
houses of worship and their shrines and 
all pilgrims have been welcomed. This is a 
stark reversal of the situation existing 
during the 21-year tenure of Arab juris
diction in east Jersusalem when Jews 
were not only denied access to their holy 
places but these places were desecrated 
and otherwise violated in an ugly fash
ion. This is the picture of a society that 
is anything but racist! 

I can only conclude with a deeply 
moving quotation from Albert Einstein 
dating back even before the Nazi holo
caust: 

The Source of Zionism is depeer than the 
motif of Jewish suffering. Zionism is deeply 
rooted in the Jewish spiritual heritage, the 
existence and development of which are, for 
Jews, a source and essence of their continued 
survival as a community. 

Mr. Speaker, I denounce this hideous 
resolution and suggest that our Govern
ment reexamine its relationship to those 
who were its sponsor, and to the organi
zation which said "Amen." 

Mr. EARLY. Mr. Speaker, I returned 
to Washington this afternoon from Vet
erans' Day services in the Third Congres
sional District of Massachusetts too late 
to cast my vote in favor of House Resolu
tion 855, the resolution unanimously 
adopted by the House disassociating this 
body and the American people its Mem
bers represent, with the resolution 
adopted last night by the United Na
tions General Assembly equating Zionism 
with racism. I support House Resolution 
855 unequivocably. 

The action taken by the U.N. is an 
outrage and a travesty, lending interna
tional sanction to anti-Semitism. I must 
agree with Ambassador Moynihan when 
he said of yesterday's General Assembly 
votes, "A great evil has been loosed upon 
the world. This day will live in infamy." 

Mr. Speaker, I also strongly support 
immediate hearings in the House Inter
national Relations Committee and the 
Senate Foreign Relations Committee to 
reassess the United States further par
ticipation in the United Nations General 
Assembly. 
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Mr. KASTEN. Mr. Speaker, last night 
'the General Assembly of the United 
;Nations adopted a resolution identifying 
Zionism as a form of racism, thereby 
designating Zionism as a target of the 
United Nations' Decade of Action To 
Combat Racism and Racial Discrimina
tion. 

Last night's vote was but the most 
recent example of the escalating attack 
upon Israel. In their efforts to use every 
available tool to turn world opinion 
against Israel, the Third World nations 
have completely disregarded the conse
quences of their actions. 

Although Zionism is a national phi
losophy_, it is not a racist phllisophy. To 
equate Zionism with racism is contrary 
to the charter of the United Nations. 
Article I of the charter includes as a 
stated purpose the following: 

To achieve international cooperation in 
soLving international problems of an eco
nomic, social, cultural, or humanitarian 
character, and in promoting and encourag
ing respect for human rights and for funda
mental freedoms for all without distinction 
as to race, sex, language or religion. 

developing nations, but I do not know 
how developed they are. They evidently 
are still in the Dark Ages. We should cer
tainly not turn our backs on them out
right; but if they expect to be treated like 
nations, and equals in international rela
tions, they must first demonstrate an 
ability and willingness to shoulder the 
responsibilities of statehood. Their ac
tions in the United Nations show how far 
they yet have to come. 

Later this week, I will introduce legis
lation which suspends further U.S. par
ticipation in ~he General Assembly until 
such time as the Congress by concur
rent resolution approves renewal of our 
participation. In addition, I am intro
ducing a bill that would limit U.S. finan
cial contributions to the United Na
tions on the basis of our proportional 
representation in that body in terms of 
population. The United States represents 
only 5.6 percent of the total population 
of the member nations, has but one vote 
in the General Assembly, but actually 
contributes 25 percent of the U.N.'s budg
et. At the same time, a two-thirds vote 
in the General Assembly can be garnered 

Mr. Speaker, ~ am joining with the from nations representing a meager 10 
Republican and Democratic leadership percent of the total population repre
in the House today in support of a reso- sented in the U.N.-and which pay only 
lution calling upon the United Nations a fraction of the operating costs. 
to reconsider its rash and unwarranted Mr. Speaker it is time for a change. 
action. Until the United Nations with- Thirty years ~go the United Nations 
draws its resolution, the United States · represented a hop~ for the United States 
should refuse to participate in the decade for Israel and for many nations afte~ 
for action to combat racism and racial the ravag~s of World War II. But that 
discrimination, for in reality this pro- same organization has now condemned 
gram has been converted to one which Israel the only true democracy in the 
will encourage anti-Semitism. Middl~ East. 

Although the immediate concern of The action yesterday is frighteningly 
the Third World nations is centered on similar to the indifference of the League 
Israel, whether they realize it or not, of Nations in 1937 after the invasion of 
they ar~ ~estroying the credibility and Ethiopia. That lack of moral character 
und~rmmmg th~ support for the United led to the eventual demise of the League; 
Nat~ons. In their zeal to use the United the lack of courage in the United Na
NatiOns as a propaganda tool, they are tions in 1975 demonstrates the lack of 
destroying it. moral force in that body. Without such 
. Mr. RINALDO. Mr. Speaker, I would force, the United Nations cannot remain 

llke to express my unequivocal support a viable organization. 
for House Resolution 855, which was The Congress has today taken a stand 
adopted by the House today on a vote to put the U.N on notice. We must follow 
of 384 to 0. At the time this vote oc- through, and we must make good our 
curred, I was conducting a meeting in word. To do less will be to acquiesce in 
my office on the very subject of the U.N. the face of a dangerous and deteriorating 
vote and possible methods to alter U.S. situation. 
particip~tion in that body. Unfortunate- Mr. BIAGGI. Mr. Speaker, I want to 
ly, I arrived on the floor just as time ex- voice my unqualified ·support of House 
Pired and was unable to cast my "yes" Resolution 855, legislation which places 
vote. the Congress in clear opposition to yes-

By the unanimous vote of the House, terday's vote in the United Nations Gen
we have made it clear to the world that era! Assembly on a resolution labeling 
tJ:le U.S. Congress completely rejects the Zionism as racism. It is urgent that this 
VIews of the U.N. General Assembly. The legislation pass today and this Nation 
U.N. resolution adopted yesterday was move to the forefront in the condemna
insulting to the United States, to Israel, tion of this brazen and reprehensible 
and to every nation that believes in action by the U.N. 
equality of race a~d ?reed. The reverberations against yesterday's 

Perhaps most significantly, that res- vote in the United Nations have come 
olution symbolizes the end of an era. We fast and furious. The fundamental 
must seriously question whether there is thought which emerges in the reaction 
any unity left in the United Nations. of many in this Nation is that yester
Let us be honest: the Third World na- day vote casts very serious doubts about 
tions, supported by radical Arabs and the the continuing ability of the United Na
Kremlin, have no intention of stamping tions to operate in an impartial andre
out racism. In point of fact, their ac- sponsible manner. The passage of this 
tions have helped to perpetuate one of resolution by the full General Assembly 
the most virulent forms of racism known further intensifies the anti-Israel fires 
to man: anti-Semitism. which have been raging throughout this 

Mr. Speaker, we hear much about the year's United Nations' session. It firmly 

placed the United Nations in the position 
of blatently discriminating against one 
of its member nations in direct conflict 
with its charter. The charter implores 
U.N. members to "practice tolerance and 
to live together in peace with one another 
as good neighbors and to unite our 
strength to maintain international peace 
and security. 

The passage of the anti-Zionist resolu
tion can only be interpreted as a devisive 
and inflammatory gesture which can 
only promote new polarization among 
U.N. members and more seriously, re
ignite adversities in the Middle East. 

This U.N. resolution is a blatant insult 
to the millions of Jews both in this Na
tion and around the world for it serves 
to characterize Zionism in the most crude 
and banal fashion slandering one of the 
proudest and most important social and 
cultural movements in the history of 
the world. 

This House resolution in addition to 
condemning the U.N. resolution also e;r
presses the opposition of the House to 
any form of participation in the Decade 
for Action To Combat Racism and Racial 
Discrimination as long as the program 
remains influenced by the aforemen
tioned resolution on Zionism. It also calls 
for the repeal of the Zionist resolution. 

I congratulat~ the distinguished 
majority leader, Mr. O'NEILL, for getting 
the House to take such prompt action on 
this important statement of policy. 
Members of this Congress have been 
consistent and unyielding in their sup
port of Israel and passage of this resolu
tion today will serve to reiterate this posi
tion. In the almost 30 years which the 
United Nations has been in existence it 
has been considered a citadel for hope 
in the quest for world peace and under
standing. In recent years, it has become 
a house of conspiracy and infamy in
dulging in blatant forms of discrimina
tion against nations. 

How can the United Nations cqme up 
with a resolution condemning Zionism 
and ignore the atrocities in the Soviet 
Union against its Jewish people? How 
can they consider Zionism evil and yet 
turn their heads from the murder of in
nocent civilians by the occupation Turk
ish troops in Cyprus? How can they con
demn a member state for wanting to 
enjoy the right of self-determination and 
yet take no action against the denial 
of self-determination in Northern Ire
land? 

There is only one way. They are hypo
crites. The resolution they passed last 
night proves it. I am convinced that the 
Congress should now totally reassess an~ 
future commitments to providing funds 
to the United Nations. It may have out
lived its usefulness as an instrument of 
peace and instead become an instru
ment of destruction. Certainly it has, by 
its actions, condemned itself to the side
lines of the path toward world peace. 

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the resolution offered by the 
distinguished majority leader. I hope it 
will be adopted unanimously. 

The United Nations General Assembly, 
in voting to equate Zionism with racism, 
has brought the United Nations to the 
lowest point in its history. This action 
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creates in most Americans a feeling of 
anger and of frustration. 

It is important that the United States 
now reassess its relatio.t\ship with the 
United Nations itself and with those na
tions that supported the; resolution. We 
will not forget that our neighbor to the 
south, Mexico, along with Brazil and 
Chile, decided that their relationship to 
the Arab world was more important to 
them than their relationship with the 
United States. In our dealings with other 
nations, let us keep in mind those that 
acted decently and honorably in this 
m~tter and those that, in response to 
Arab pressure or Arab money, or both, 
acted to stimulate anti-Semitism, to 
damage the United Nations, and to set 
back the cause of peace in the Middle 
East. 

Let there be no mistake about it: those 
Arab States that have asserted their 
readiness to accept the permanence of 
the State of Israel have, by their sup
port of this resolution, given the lie to 
their own protestations of peaceful in
tentions. For the State of Israel is the 
concrete expression of the ideal of Zion
ism: if the one is an evil to be eradicated, 
then so is the other. In that sense, the 
cause of peace has been set back. 

As we in the United States consider 
what actions we should take in response 
to this shameful resolution, let us be 
sure that what we do is in our own na
tional interest, as well as in the interest 
of Israel. Let us also be sure that any 
punitive action we may take does not 
punish those who stood with us, as well 
as those who voted the other way. And 
let us not act hastily in the heat of our 
anger; let us instead consider carefully 
and with due deliberation the course we 
should take. 

Mr. CONTE. Mr. Speaker, I rise in 
support of the resolution to disapprove 
the November 10, 1975 United Nations 
vote on the resolution which equated 
Zionism with racism <H. Res. 855). 

I was proud to cosponsor House Reso
lution 803 on October 22, 1975, which 
was designed to urge the United Nations 
to reject this most undesirable resolu
tion. It is most uncomforting to note that 
a body formed for purposes which include 
promoting and encouraging respect for 
human rights and for fundamental free
doms for all, without distinction as to 
race, sex, language, or religion should 
approve of such a resolution. 

I should now like to echo the words of 
the U.S; Ambassador to the United Na
tions, Daniel P. Moynihan: 

The United States rises to declare before 
the General Assembly of the United Nations, 
and before the world, that it does not ac
knowledge, it will not abide by, it wm never 
acquiesce )n this infamous act. 

The resolution passed by the United 
Nations flies in the face of consistency. 
By equating Zionism with racism, the 
next obvious inference is that since Na
zism is considered to be one of the most 
extreme forms of racism-Zionism can 
be equated with Nazism. Does the United 
Nations now interpret the Nazi annihila
tion of 6 million Jews a Zionist act? 

How totally inconsistent, contradic
tory, and revolting the equation now be-
comes. I am so pleased that Ambassador 

Moynihan addressed himself to that 
point and labeled that analogy which is 
now consistent with United Nations 
precedent an "untruth and an outrage." 

I should like to point out to the people 
of the United States and the nations of 
the world that the resolution disapprov
ing the then pending infamous resolu
tion was sponsored by 436 Members of 
the House and received unanimous ap
proval in the Senate. 

It is clearly the position of this Con
gress and the people of these United 
States that we shall not acknowledge, 
abide by, or ever acquiesce in this in
famous act. 

Mr. DERWINSKI. Mr. Speaker, I join 
the overwhelming majority in supporting 
this resolution. I am dismayed, although 
not surprised, at the vote in the United 
Nations yesterday. 

We must recognize that the United 
Nations faces a major problem wherein 
a majority of its members seem deter
mined to use it for their immediate pur
pose and political motivation and are, in 
effect, destroying the world body as a 
viable institution. Historically, it was the 
same kind of irresponsibility that led to 
the collapse of the League of Nations. 

The lack of leadership at the United 
Nations is directly related to the lack of 
responsibility of a majority of its mem
ber states. The Untied States, under 
Ambassador Moynihan, is properly la
beling these actions for the dangerous 
and provocative developments that they 
are, and in this specifit ....!eries of resolu
tions which are all anti-Israel, the long
term effect around the world will be to 
further minimize public support of the 
United Nations. 

Mr. BELL. Mr. Speaker, I rise in strong 
support of House Resolution 855 con
demning the action the General Assem
bly of the U.N. took yesterday. 

The implications of this action by the 
United Nations and the tactics of the 
Arab States in ramming it through that 
body are utterly unconscionable. 

The net effect of the General Assem
bly's action will be to cause the United 
States to reassess its continued partici
pation in the U.N. and to seriously re
evaluate its financial support of that 
body. 

I urge my colleagues to lend this reso
lution condemning their action the 
unanimous support that it deserves. 

Mr. MORGAN. Mr. Speaker, I would 
like to make a personal statement in the 
RECORD. I had to be absent from the floor 
of the House on official business at the 
time when House Resolution 855 was 
being voted upon. I am fully in support 
of the sentiments expressed by the reso
lution in forcefully condemning yester
day's action of the United Nations Gen
eral Assembly in adopting a measure 
which wrongly associates and equates 
Zionism with racism and racial discrimi
nation. I join in the sentiments expressed 
in House Resolution 855 in calling for a 
reconsideration of that unfortunate ac
tion of the U.N. General Assemblv. Had 
I been able to be present on the floor of 
the House earlier this afternoon, I would 
have voted for the passage of House 
Resolution 855. 

Mr. ANDERSON of California. Mr. 

Speaker, I rise in support of House Reso
lution 855, the resolution proposed by 
the gentleman from Massachusetts <Mr. 
O'NEILL) relating to the United Nations 
and Zionism. 

Mr. Speaker, it was with a great sense 
of sadness that I learned the General 
Assembly of the United Nations voted to 
declare Zionism a form of racism. Never 
before in its long history has the United 
Nations seemed so far away from the 
principles on which it was founded. 

The resolution calling for this new po
sition was as cynical an act as has ever 
been considered by a legislative body. 
Racism is a serious problem, both in our 
own Nation and abroad. But to turn le
gitimate concern over this human failing 
into a political attaek on a sovereign na
tion-with no justification-is contrary 
to the spirit of any reform the U.N. may 
attempt. 

In declaring Zionism a form of racism, 
the General Assembly neatly turned its 
back on anti-Semitism, allowing nations 
which actively persecute Jews to vote 
self-righteously against Zionism. Nations 
like Syria and the Soviet Union are un
doubtedly thankful for the opportunity 
to go on record against Zionism-but 
whether they are also against racism can 
best be seen in their policies toward 
their own Jewish citizens. 

For many years, I have felt the United 
Nations represented a hope for world 
peace and cooperation. It still may-but 
it has never been further away from that 
goal than it was last night. 

Thus, Mr. Speaker, I urge an "aye" 
vote on House Resolution 855. 

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Speaker, I jo1n 
my colleagues and people around the 
world in condemning the United Nations 
for its actions in passing resolutions 
equating Zionism with racism. The dis
tinguished majority leader of the House, 
the Honorable THOMAS O'NEILL, has 
exercised leadership in this body by 
authorizing House Resolution 855 con
demning the United Nations for its 
actions and I wholeheartedly support the 
majority leader and his resolution. 

The General Assembly of the United 
Nations has acted irresponsibly and 
dangerously by bowing to those nations 
who would attack the very foundation of 
the State of Israel. The United Nations' 
resolutions are not only without merit 
but they violate basic moral principles 
and reflect the takeover of the General 
Assembly by a coalition of smaller 
nations representing a minute percent
age of the world population. 

The issues involved in this most recent 
United Nations' debate must be con
sidered on two separate levels. First the 
specific charge that Zionism equals 
racism indicates the strong pro-Arab, 
anti-Israel feelings of the smaller na
tions and their willingness to sacrifice the 
legal b:1sis for the State of Israel estab
lished by the U.N. itself. Second, and on 
a broader level, the U.N. resolution indi
cates that the General Assembly can no 
longer function or pretend to exist as a 
representative world body. 

In light of these facts, I support House 
Resolution 855 and I also suggest to my 
colleagues in the House that it is time 
to consider terminating or at least sus-
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pending all U.S. financial support for 
U.N. activities, unless the world body 
rectifies its biased unconsidered positions 
and proves its ability to act responsibly 
and equitably in its role under the 
original charter. 

Such a dramatic move by the United 
States would serve as a long overdue 
catalyst for rewriting the U.N. Charter 
and reevaluating the charge of that 
body. Earlier this year I introduced 
several House Resolutions concerning 
the United Nations. One of those bills, 
House Concurrent Resolution 233 would 
direct the President to charge the Sec
retary of State with developing proposals 
to modernize and restructure the United 
Nations in order to improve its ability 
to function a.s a world body for peace. 

It is truly unfortunate that many 
smaller nations appear to ignore the 
fact that their own independence is 
placed in jeopardy by such irresponsible 
acts a.s the Zionism resolution. I cer
tainly hope that this strong expression 
by Congress will bring about reconsidera
tion of the Zionism resolution within the 
United Nations. 

Ms. HOLTZMAN. Mr. Speaker, yester
day the United Nations General Assem
bly endorsed a policy of anti-Semitism, 
as if it were celebrating that night 37 
years ago when Hitler's Nazi storm 
troops launched an attack on Jews 
throughout Germany. 

It is a bitter irony that the United 
Nations, conceived out of the rubble of 
a world devastated by a madman, has 
now embraced the poisonous doctrine of 
anti-Semitism that inspired Hitler. In 
condemning Zionism as racism, the Unit
-ed Nations has betrayed the hopes upon 
which it was founded, the principles for 
which it claims to stand, and a nation 
which it created. 

Let there be no question about what 
Zionism is: It is the expression of the 
nationality of the Jewish people, their 
2,000-year-old yearning to return to 
their homeland. Israel is an inseparable 
part of the culture, hfstory, and religion 
of Jews. To condemn Zionism is to deny 

- the legitimate striving of Jews to control 
their own destiny in their own sovereign 
state. 

The United Nations Charter speaks of 
"respect for the principle of equal rights 
and self-determination of peoples." In
deed, the United Nations recognized the 
right of the Jewish people to self-deter-

. mination when it established the State 
of Israel 27 years ago. It is an act of the 
most contemptible hypocrisy for the 
General Assembly now to condemn the 
very principle upon which it acted. 

The hypocrisy of the United Nations 
as an institution in passing the resolu
tion condemning Zionism is rna tched by 
the hypocrisy of the nations which took 
the lead in promoting it. Can those na
tions, which sought to deny the Jewish 
people a homeland, say that Jews in 
their own territory are treated with 
equality, dignity, and respect? Do coun
tries such as Syria, Iraq, Saudi Arabia, 
and the Soviet Union, which are inspired 
to such heights of indignation by Zion
ism, provide Jews with those ''funda
mental human rights" guaranteed by the 
U.N. Charter? The record is clear that 
they do not. 

Finally, in pa.ssing this resolution, the 
General Assembly removed the United 
Nations as an effective force for peace. 
How can the United Nations, as its 
Charter specifics, "bring about by peace
fui means, and in conformity with the 
principles of justice and international 
law" settlement of the bitter and com
plex dispute among the Arab countries 
and Israel, if it denies Israel's very right 
to exist as a nation? 

The United Nations was intended to 
support fundamental human rights, 
insure the self-determination of peoples, 
and provide a peaceful means for resolv
ing international disputes. It is a sad day 
when the U.N. instead embraces anti
Semitism, d~nies the Jewish people their 
own State, and removes itself from the 
search for peace. I strongly support con
demnation by the House of Representa
tives of the U.N. resolution. 

Mr. BUCHANAN. Mr. Speaker, I join 
with my colleagues, the distinguished 
majority leader <Mr. O'NEILL) and the 
distinguished minority leader <Mr. 
RHODES) in sponsoring this resolution 
deploring the action of last night by the 
United Nations General Assembly in 
equating Zionism with racism and racial 
discrimination. 

However, I deeply regret the deletion 
in this second resolution, House Resolu
tion 855, of the language contained in 
our earlier resolution, House Concurrent 
Resolution 791, which calls for hearings 
to reassess the U.S. further participation 
in the United Nations General Assembly. 

The action last night by the General 
Assembly represents a pattern of prac
tice which violates the very purposes of 
that body as provided in article I of the 
United Nations Charter. It is but the 
latest, and the most extreme, in a series 
of actions on the part of a group of na
tions, many of them small, all develop
ing countries who have formed a bloc vot
ing pattern in which they impose their 
will upon the other nations which repre
sent most of the wealth, most of the 
strength, and a substantial portion of the 
population of the world. 

The United Nations is an organiza
tion comprised of the representatives of 
governments, thus the developing na
tions and mini states have the votes in 
the General Assembly to pass such a 
resolution. 

But who, Mr. Speaker, speaks for the 
peoples of the Earth? Who speaks for 
human rights? Shall we have a double 
standard on racism so that we make 
racist proclamations in the name of 
combatting racism? 

I think it is time for the weight of 
the ·united States to be felt in the 
United Nations or for us to reappraise 
our participation in that body. 

This action also poses a serious threat 
to the quest for a true and lasting peace 
in the Middle East. No settlement agree
able to all nations in that troubled por
tion of the world can be reached so long 
as divisive wedges continue to be driven 
between them. The General Assembly 
action of last night is such a wedge. 

There cannot be a true and la.sting 
peace in the Middle Ea.st until there is 
understanding among all nations. This 
resolution tears down the bridge to that 

understanding which we have striven so 
long to build. 

Mr. Speaker, as a member of the U.S. 
delegation to the 28th General Assembly 
of the United Nations, I was present and 
supported the U.S. vote for the Decade of 
Action To Combat Racism and Racial 
Discrimination. 

The vote by 72 nations which de
scribed Zionism as a form of racism is 
a negation of the alleged commitment by 
those nations to combating racism and 
racial discrimination. It is fitting, there
fore, that the United States not par
ticipate in the Decade for Action To 
Combat Racism and Racial Discrimina
tion so long as the majority of the 
United Nations General Assembly con
tinues to commit itself to encouraging 
racism. 

It is, therefore, with mixed feelings 
that I support this second resolution. We 
have seen a series of increasingly extreme 
resolutions emanating from the United 
Nations General Assembly. They are an 
affront to the quest for peace and for hu
man rights. They violate the charter of 
the United Nations. Because we as ana
tion continue to adhere to these tenets, 
our participation in a body which does 
not ought be reassessed. 

It is my understanding that regard
less of the outcome of this resolution, 
our colleague from Minnesota <Mr. 
FRASER) intends to hold hearings on the 
implications of the General Assembly 
and I commend him for this action. 

I wouid also commend the distin
guished U.S. Ambassador to the United 
Nations, the Honorable Daniel P. Moyni
han, for his accurate assessment of the 
devastating effects of this resolution, and 
I quote: 

What we have at stake here is not merely 
the honor and the legitimacy of the State 
of Israel-although a challenge to the legiti
macy of any member nation ought always 
to arouse the vigilance of all members of 
the United Nations. For a yet more impor
tant matter is at issue, which is the integritY 
of that whole body of moral and legal pre
cepts which we know as human rights. 

Let those members of the United Na
tions who participated in this hypocrisy 
be put on notice. They have blatantly 
violated the Charter of the United Na
tions. They have contributed to dishar
mony in the world and they may have 
contributed to the dissolution of the 
United Nations itself. 

Mr. ADDABBO. Mr. Speaker, on sev
eral occasions during the past few weeks 
I have addresed my colleagues in the 
House on the subject of Zionism and the 
unfortunate United Nations resolution 
on that subject. 

At this time I would like to direct the 
attention of my colleagues to a statement 
issued by Mary L. Chrichlow, Long Is
land, New York Director of the National 
Conference of Christians and Jews. This 
statement is important because it empha
sizes that we must all oppose any "anti
people" feeling within the United Na
tions or anywhere else. 

The U.N. action is deplorable for pre
cisely the reason that it is an antipeople 
expression and I join with millions 
throughout the world in condemning 
that resolution. 

I am placing the text of Mary L. 
Chrichlow's excellent statement in the 
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REcORD at this point for the benefit of 
my colleagues: 

THE U.N. REsOLUTION ON ZIONISM 

(By Mary L. Chrichlow) 
The chief American delegate to the United 

Nations, Daniel P. Moynihan, spoke for the 
overwhelming majority of Americans when 
he said in response to the U.N. resolution 
declaring Zionism as a "form of racism and 
racial discrlmlnation" that we shall not 
acknowledge, not abide by and never ac
quiesce in this infamous act". 

Thus we could leave it at that. We were 
well spoken for. Whatever the representa
tives of 72 nations declared-it 1s not bind
ing on us. 

Yet the 1nd1vidua1 conscience remains 
challenged. OVer half of the world's popula
tion was engaged on the side of the resolu
tion. Could they be wrong? Can we be so 
sure that we are right? How can we, you and 
I as lonely 1nd1vidua1s, stem the tide of a 
now world-wide wave of hatred? 

Thirty years after Auschwitz, SO years after 
the holocaust, SO years after anti-Bemltic 
mass murder we cannot but experience a 
deep sensation of sadness in our hearts. Each 
and everyone of us is involved 1n every act 
of inhumanity. We cannot, each and every
one of us, escape the moral responsibllity 
for Auschwitz and cruelty, intended or not, 
anyWhere in the world. 

We must protest-at least from the depth 
of our individual conscience. 

We cannot but profoundly hope that the 
millions and bllions of people statistically 
engaged in the U.N. resolution are, 1! seri
ously confronted with the human aspects, 
opposed to the dissemination of anti
semitism or any other anti-people feelings. 

There is one simple act we are called upon 
to do: we can let our Jewish friends and 
neighbors know that we shall stand by their 
side when they feel hurt and lonely. 

The resolution may not amount to any
thing practical anywhere. Let us hope so. 
I still wish to extend a. hand of friendship 
to each and every Jew here and the world 
over. 

Next year may be the time to extend a 
helping hand to Blacks or Indians or Arabs. 

That politics prevail in the U.N. on human 
relations issues is tragic to behold. Against 
such cheap maneuverings we cannot but 
offer our human solidarity. 

Mr. NIX. Mr. Speaker. I am saddened 
and dismayed by the tragic developments 
at the United Nations Monday. By a vote 
of 72 to 35, with 32 abstentions, the Gen
eral Assembly adopted a slanderous and 
outrageous resolution which defines 
Zionism as a form of racism and racial 
discrimination. 

I am afraid that this ignominious act 
may deal a death blow to the United Na
tions as we know it. The Arab nations 
and the majority who support them were 
determined to push this resolution 
through the Assembly, knowing in ad
vance that dire consequences would re
sult. 

The text of the resolution itself needs 
little comment. It is pure slander and 
provocation, without even a pretense of 
logic or rational purpose. It carries with 
it the stench of anti-Semitism, prejudice, 
and blind hatred. How cruel an irony it 
is that this vicious business was done 
in the name of combating racism and 
racial discrimination. 

Mr. Speaker, the resolution on Zionism 
and the accompanving resolutions in 
support of the international gangsters of 
the P.L.O. that were adopted Monday by 
the General Assembly mark a backward 

step in the search for peace in the Mid
dle East. They also mark what may well 
be the beginning of the end of the United 
Nations. An organization founded on the 
principles of peace, brotherhood, and 
reason has now officially adopted vio
lence, prejudice, and wild irrationality as 
its new credo. 

I want to acknowledge the fine effort 
made by Ambassador Moynihan and the 
entire U.S. delegation to salvage some 
hope that reason might prevail. Regret
tably, their arguments fell on too many 
deaf ears. It is now up to the Congress, 
the administration, and most import
antly the American people to decide 
where we go from here. 

For the benefit of the Members, I offer 
for the RECORD the General Assembly 
rollcall vote on the resolution, and the 
text of Ambassador Moynihan's remarks 
in explanation of the vote of the United 
States: 

HOW NATIONS VOTED ON ZIONISM IssUE 

UNITED NATIONS, Nov. 11.-Here is the 
roll call on the anti-Zionism resolution 
adopted Monday night by the U.N. General 
Assembly. 

For-72-Afghanistan, Albania, Algeria, 
Bahrain, Bangladesh, Brazil, Bulgaria, Bur
undi, Byelorussia., Cambodia, Cameroon, 
Cape Verde, Chad, China, Congo, Cuba, Cy
prus, Czechoslovakia, Dahomey, Egypt, Equa
torial Guinea, Gambia, East Germany, Gre
nada, Guinea, Guinea-Bissau, Guyana., Hun
gary, India, Indonesia, Iran, Iraq, Jordan, 
Kuwait, Laos, Lebanon, Libya, Madagascar, 
Malaysia., Maldives, Mall, Malta., Mauritania, 
Mexico, Mongolia, Morocco, Mozambique, 
Niger, Nigeria., Oman, Pakistan, Poland, Por
tugal, Qatar, Rwanda., Sao Tome-Principe, 
Saudi Arabia., Senegal, Somalia, Sri Lanka, 
Sudan, Syria, Tunisia., Turkey, Uganda, 
Ukraine, Soviet Union, United Arab Emir
ates, Tanzania, North Yemen, South Yemen, 
Yugoslavia. 

Aga.inst-85--Austra.lla, Austria, Bahamas, 
Barbados, Belgium, Canada., Central African 
Republic, Costa. Rica., Denmark, Dominican 
Republic, El Salvador, Fiji, Finland, France, 
West Germany, Haiti, Honduras, Iceland, 
Ireland, Israel, Italy, Ivory Coast, Liberia., 
Luxembourg, Malawi, Netherlands, New Zea
land, Nicaragua., Norway, Panama, Swazi
land, Sweden, Britain, United States, Uru
guay. 

Abstain-32-Argentina., Bhutan, Bolivia, 
Botswana, Burma, Chile, Colombia, Ecuador, 
Ethiopia., Gabon, Ghana., Greece, Guatemala, 
Jamaica, Japan, Kenya, Lesotho, Mauritius, 
Nepal, Papua New Guinea., Paraguay, Peru, 
Philippines, Sierra. Leone, Singapore, Thai
land, Togo, Trinidad and Tobago, Upper Vol
ta, Venezuela, Zaire, Zambia.. 

Absent-s-Romania., South Africa, Spain. 

Statement by Ambassador Daniel P. Moyni
han, U.S. Representative to the United Na
tions, in Plenary, in explanation of vote on 
the resolution equating Zionism with 
racism and racial discrimination, Novem
ber 10, 1975. 
The United States rises to declare before 

the General Assembly of the United Nations 
and before the world, that it does not ac
knowledge, it will not abide by, it wlll never 
acquiesce in this infamous act. 

Not three weeks ago, the United States 
Representative in the Social, Humanitarian, 
and Cultural Committee pleaded in meas
ured and fully considered terms for the 
United Nations not to do this thing. It was, 
he said, "obscene." It is something more to
day, for the furtiveness with which this ob
s~nity first appeared among us has been re
placed by f!' shameless openness. 

There will be time enough to contemplate 
the harm this act will have done the United 
Nations. Historians will do that for us, and it 
is sufficient for the moment only to note one 
foreboding fact. A great evil has been loosed 
upon the world. The abomination of anti
semitism-as this year's Nobel Peace Laureate 
Andrei Sa.kharov observed in Moscow just a 
few days ago-the abomina.rtion of anti-sem
itism has been given the appearance of in
ternational sanction. The General Assembly 
today grants symbolic amnesty-and more
to the murderers of the six million European 
Jews. Evil enough in itself, but more omi
nous by far is the realization that now 
presses upon us-the realization that 1f there 
were no General Assembly, this could never 
have happened. 

As this day will live in infamy, it be
hooves those who sought to avert it to de
clare their thoughts so that historians will 
know that we fought here, that we were not 
small in number-not this time-and that 
whlle we lost, we fought with full knowledge 
of what indeed would be lost. 

Nor should any historian of the event, nor 
yet any who have participated in it, sup
pose that we have fought only as govern
ments, as chancelleries, and on an issue well 
removed from the concerns of our respec
tive peoples. Others wlll speak for their na
tions: I wlll speak for mine. 

In all our postwar history there has not 
been another issue which has brought forth 
such unanimity of American opinion. The 
President of the United States has from the 
first been explicit: This must not happen. 
The Congress of the United States, in a. 
measure unanimously adopted in the Sen
ate and sponsored by 436 of 437 Representa
tives 1n the House, declared its utter oppo
sition. Following only American Jews them
selves, the American trade union movement 
was first to the fore in denouncing this in
famous undertaking. Next, one after an
other, the great private institutions of 
American life pronounced anathema. on this 
evil thing-and most particularly, the Chris
tian churches have done so. Reminded that 
the United Nations was born in the strug
gle against just such abominations as we 
are committing today-the wartime alli
ance of the United Nations dates from 
1942-the United Nations Association of the 
United States has for the first time in its 
history appealed directly to each of the 141 
other delegations in New York not to do 
this unspeakable thing. 

The proposition to be sanctioned by a 
resolution of the General Assembly of the 
United Nations is that "Zionism is a form 
of racism and racial discrimination." Now 
this is a lie. But as it is a lie which the 
United Nations has now declared to be a. 
truth, the actual truth must be restated. 

The very first point to be made is that 
the United Nations has declared Zionism to 
be racism-without ever having defined 
racism. "Sentence first-verdict afterwards," 
as the Queen of Hearts said. But this is not 
wonderland, but a. real world, where there are 
real consequences to folly and to venality. 
Just on Friday, the President of the General 
Assembly warned not only of the trouble 
which would follow from the adoption of this 
resolution but of its essential irresponsi
bility-for, he noted, members have wholly 
different ideas as to what they are condemn
ing. "It seems to me," he said, and to his 
lasting honor he said it when there was still 
time, "It seems to me that before a body like 
this takes a decision they should agree very 
clearly on what they are approving or con
demning, and it takes more time." 

Lest I be unclear, the United Nations has 
in fact on several occasions defined "racial 
discrimination." The definitions have been 
loose, but recognizable. It is "racism"-in
comparably the more serious charge-which 
has never been de.fined. Indeed, the term has 
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only recently appeared in United Nations 
General Assembly documents. The one oc
casion on which we know its meaning to have 
been discussed was the 1644th meeting of 
the Third Committee on December 16, 1968, 
in connection with the report of the Secre
tary-General on the status of the interna
tional convention on the elimination of all 
forms of racial discrimination. On that oc
casion-to give some feeling for the intellec
tual precision with which the matter was 
being treated-the question arose, as to what 
should be the relative positioning of the 
terms "racism" and "Nazism" in a number 
of the "preambular paragraphs." The distin
guished delegate from Tunisia argued that 
"racism" should go first because "Nazism was 
merely a form of racism .... " Not so, said the 
no less distinguished delegate from the Union 
of Soviet Socialist Republics. For, he ex
plained, "Nazism contained the main ele
ments of racism within its ambit and should 
be mentioned first." This is to say that 
racism was merely a form of Nazism. 

The discussion wound to its weary and 
inconclusive end, and we are left with noth
ing to guide us, for even this one discussion 
of "racism" confined itself to word orders in 
preambular paragraphs, and did not at all 
touch on the meaning of the words as such. 
Still, one cannot but ponder the situation we 
have made for ourselves in the context of 
the Soviet statement on that not so distant 
occasion. If, as the distinguished delegate 
declared,racism is a form of Nazism-and iJ, 
as this resolution declares, Zionism is a form 
of racism-then we have step by step taken 
ourselves to the point of proclaiming-the 
United Nations is solemnly proclaiming-that 
Zionism is a form of Nazism. 

What we have here is a lie-a political lie 
of a variety well known to the twentieth 
century, and scarcely exceeded in all that 
annal of untruth and outrage. The Ue is 
that Zionism is a form of racism. The over
whelmingly clear truth is that it is not. 

The word "racism" is a creation of the 
English language, and relatively new to it. 
It is not, for instance, to be found in the 
Oxford English Dictionary. The term deriv:s 
from relatively new doctrines-all of them 
discredited-concerning the human popula
tion of the world, to the effect that there are 
significant biological differences among 
clearly identifiable groups, and that these 
differences establish, in effect, different levels 
of humanity. Racism, as defined by Webster's 
Third New International Dictionary, is "The 
assumption that ... traits and capacities are 
determined by biological race and that races 
differ decisively from one another." It fur
ther involves "a belief in the inherent 
superiority of a particular race and its right 
to domination over others." 

This meaning is clear. It is equally clear 
that this assumption, this belief, has always 
been altogether alien to the political and 
religious movement known as Zionism. As a 
strictly political movement, Zionism was 
established only in 1897, although there i.3 
a clearly legitimate sense in which its ori
gins are indeed ancient. For example many 
branches of Christianity have always held 
that from the standpoint of the biblical 
prophets, Israel would be reborn one day. But 
the modern Zionist movement arose in Eur
ope in the context of a general upsurge of 
national consciousness and aspiration that 
overtook most other people of Central and 
Eastern Europe after 1848, and that in time 
spread to all of Africa and Asia. It was, to 
those persons of the Jewish religion, a Jewish 
form of what today is called a national 
llberatlon movement. Probably a majority 
of those persons who became active Zionists 
and sought to emigrate to Palestine were 
born within the confines of Czarist Russia, 
and it was only natural for Soviet Foreign 
Minister Andrei Gromyko to deplore, as he 
did in 1948, in the 299th meeting of the 

Security Council, the act by Israel's neigh
bors of "sending their troops into Pal
estine and carrying out milltary operations 
aimed"-in Mr. Gromyko's words-"at the 
suppression of the National Liberation Move
ment in Palestine." 

Now it was the singular nature-if I am 
not mistaken, it was the unique nature--of 
this National Liberation Movement that in 
contrast with the movements that preceded 
it, those of that time and those that have 
come since, it defined its members in terms 
not of birth, but of belief. That is to say, it 
was not a movement of the Irish to free 
Ireland, or of the Polish to free Poland, not 
a movement of Algerians to free Algeria, 1-;.or 
of Indians to free India. It was not a move
ment of persons connected by historic mem
bership in a genetic pool of the kind that 
enables us to speak loosely but not meaning
lessly, say, of the Chinese people, nor yet 
of diverse groups occupying the same terri
tory which enables us to speak of the Ameri
can people with no greater indignity to truth. 
To the contrary, Zionists defined themselves 
merely as Jews, and declared to be Jewish 
anyone born of a Jewish mother or-and 
this is the absolutely crucial fact--anyone 
who converted to Judiasm. Which is to say, 
in the terms of the International Convention 
on the elimination of all forms of racial 
discrimination, adopted by the 20th General 
Assembly, anyone-regardless of "race, 
colour, descent, or national or ethnic 
origin .... " 

The State of Israel, which in time was the 
creation of the Zionist Movement, has been 
extraordinary in nothing so much as the 
range of "racial stocks" from which it has 
drawn its citizenry. There are black Jews, 
brown Jews, white Jews, Jews from the Orient 
and Jews from the West. Most such persons 
could be said to have been "born" Jews, 
just as most Presbyterians and most Hindus 
are "born" to their faith, but there are 
many Jews who are converts. With a con
sistency in the matter which surely attests to 
the importance of this issue to that religious 
and political culture, Israeli courts have held 
that a Jew who converts to another religion 
is no longer a Jew. In the meantime the 
population of Israel also includes large num
bers of non-Jews, among them Arabs of both 
the Muslim and Christian religions and 
Christians of other national origins. Many 
of these persons are citizens of Israel, and 
those who are not can become citizens by 
legal procedures very much like those which 
obtain in a typical nation of Western Europe. 

Now I should wish to be understood that 
I am here making one point, and one point 
only, which is that whatever else Zionism 
may be, it is not and cannot be "a form of 
racism." In logic, the State of Israel could 
be, or could become, many things, theoret
ically including many things undesirable, 
but it could not be and could not become 
racist unless it ceased to be Zionist. 

Indeed, the idea that Jews are a "mce" was 
invented not by Jews but· by those who hated 
Jews. The idea of Jews as a race was invented 
by nineteenth century anti-semites such as 
Houston Steward Chamberl&in and Edouard 
Drumont, who saw that in an increasingly 
secular age, which is to say an age which 
made for fewer distinctions between people, 
the old rellgious grounds for anti-semitism 
were losing force. New justifications were 
needed for excluding and persecuting Jews, 
and so the new idea of Jews as a race-rather 
than as a religion-was born. It was a con
temptible idea at the beginning, and no civ
ilized person would be associ&ted with it. To 
think that it is an idea now endorsed by the 
United Nations is to reflect on what civiliza
tion has come to. 

It is precisely a concern for civilization, for 
civUized values that are or should be precious 
to all mankind, that arouses us at this mo
ment to such special passion. What we have 
at stake here is not merely the honor and the 
legitimacy of the State of Israel-although 

a challenge to the legitimacy of any member 
nation ought always to arouse the vigilance 
of all members of the United Nations. For a 
yet more important matter is at issue, which 
is the integrity of that whole body of moral 
and legal precepts which we know as human 
rights. -

The terrible lie that has been told here to
day will have terrible consequences. Not only 
will people begin to say, indeed they have al
ready begun to say, that the United Nations 
is a place where lies are told. Far more seri
ous, grave and perhaps irreparable harm will 
be done to the cause of human rights. The 
harm will arise first because it will strip from 
racism the precise and abhorrent meaning 
that it still precariously holds today. How 
will the peoples of the world feel about 
racism, and about the need to struggle 
against it, when they are told that it is an 
idea so broad as to include the Jewish Na
tional Liberation Movement? 

As this lie spreads, it w111 do harm in a 
second way. Many of the members of the 
United Nations owe their independence in 
no small part to the notion of human rights, 
as it has spread from the domestic sphere 
to the international sphere and exercised 
its influence over the old colonial powers. 
We are now coming into a time when that 
independence is likely to be threatened again. 
There will be new forces, some of them aris
ing now, new prophets and new despots, who 
will justify their actions with the help of 
just such distortions of words as we have 
sanctioned here today. Today we have 
drained the word "racism" of its meaning. 
Tomorrow, terms like "national self-deter
mination" and "national honor" will be per
verted in the same way to serve the pur
poses of conquest and exploitation. And 
when these claims begin to be made-as 
they already have begun to be made-it is 
the small nations of the world whose integ
rity wm suffer. And how will the small na
tions of the world defend themselves, on 
what grounds will others be moved to de• 
fend and protect them, when the language 
of human rights, the only language by which 
the small can be defended, is no longer be
lieved and no longer has a power of its own? 

There is this danger, and then a final d·an
ger that is the most serious of all. Which is 
that the damage we now do to the idea of 
human rights and the language of human 
rights could well be irreversible. The idea 
of human rights as we know it today is not 
an idea which has always existed in human 
affairs. It is an idea which appeared at a 
specific time in the world, and under very 
special circumstances. It appeared when Eu
ropean philosophers of the seventeenth cen
tury began to argue that man was a being 
whose existence was independent from that 
of the State, that he need join a political 
community only if he did not lose by that 
association more than he gained. From this 
very specific political philosophy stemmed 
the idea of political rights, of claims that 
the individual could justly make against the 
State; it was because the individual was 
seen as so separate from the State that he 
could make legitimate demands upon it. 

That was the philosophy from which the 
idea of domestic and international rights 
sprang. But most of the world does not hold 
with that philosophy now. Most of the world 
believes in newer modes of political thought, 
tn philosophies that do not accept the in
dividual as distinct from and prior to the 
State, in philosophies that therefore do not 
provide any justifl.cation for the idea of hu
man rights and philosophies that have no 
words by which to explain their value. If we 
destroy the words that were given to us by 
past centuries, we will not have words to re
place them, for philosophy today has no 
such words. 

But there are those of us who have not for
saken these older words, still so new to much 
of the world. Nat forsaken them now, not 
here, not anywhere, not ever. 
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The United States of America declares that 

it does not acknowledge, it will not abide by, 
it will never acquiesce in this infamous act. 

Mr. BADILLO. Mr. Speaker, I must 
rise to add my voice to those who have 
expressed outrage and anger at the ac
tion of the United Nations in condemning 
Zionism. It contradicts the very roots of 
the organization, which was founded to 
combat the fascism and totalitarianism 
that spelled the annihilation of millions 
of Jews during World War II. It puts the 
entire future of the organization, as an 
instrument of peace, in jeopardy. It 
threatens relations between nations, and 
stirs up fears and hatreds among people. 

It is ironic that the resolution con
demning Zionism was amended to a docu
ment that decries all racism-in any 
country. It is easy to infer what makes 
Zionism racist where other forms of na
tionalism are not. And it is profoundly 
painful to state that, because it is a 
Jewish struggle, it is a different struggle 
from all others for independence and 
peace. Are we entering a time, when, 
like the Norwegians in World War II, we 
must proudly wear armband proclaim
ing "I am a Zionist," in solidarity with a 
people striving for nationhood? It is an 
ugly moment for all those in the world 
who cherish freedom. 

I was somewhat heartened-if such a 
word can be used in this context-to note 
that most La tin American countries 
either voted against the resolution, or at 
least had enough sense to abstain. How
ever, there was one particularly shock
ing exception-Mexico. 

Last spring, I was a delegate to the 
Mexico-United States Interparliamen
tary Conference in Campeche, Mexico. 
At the conference, a Mexican delegate 
stated Mexico's view that the United 
Nations was of paramount importance 
in striving toward peace. He emphasized 
the world organization's record on hu
man rights, decolonization and economic 
development, and concluded by saying 
that "to build confidence in the United 
Nations is to reaffirm our faith in the 
destiny of mankind." 

In fact, it was Mexico, under the lead
ership of President Echiverria, that took 
the initiative in proposing the Charter 
of Economic Rights and Duties of States 
for the U.N., that, if ratified, will truly 
serve the interests of a new world eco
nomic order, and will aid in the develop
ment of all countries. It is a concept that 
has met with enthusiasm in this coun
try, although there was hesitancy on the 
part of the conservative Nixon adminis
tration in approving it. 

I must ask our friends in Mexico: Is 
anti-Semitism part of this new world 
economic order? Are the divisions be
tween countries to be bridged by 
jingoistic proclamations of racism? I 
cannot reconcile Mexico's hope for the 
United Nations and its ac-quiescence to 
those sordid political gestures that may 
spell its end. 

I firmly believe in the good that the 
United Nations, and particularly its 
agencies, has done. It cannot be under
rated. But that good has not been based 
on the horror and persecution that un
derlies its current actions. I hope that 

Mexico will reconsider its ill-conceived 
action, and join with those nations en
lightened enough to truly understand 
the meaning of nationalism, and who 
believe in the right of self-determination 
for all peoples. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from 
Massachusetts? 

There was no objection. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on the 

resolution. 
The question was taken; and the 

Speaker announced that the ayes ap
peared to have it. 

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Speaker, I object to 
the vote on the ground that a quorum is 
not present and make the point of order 
that a quorum is not present. 

The SPEAKER. Evidently a quorum is 
not present. 

The Sergeant at Arms will notify ab
sent Members. 

The vote was taken by electronic de
vice, and there were-yeas 384, nays 0, 
not voting 49, as follows: 

Abdnor 
Abzug 
Adams 
Alexander 
Anderson, 

Calif. 
Anderson, Til. 
Andrews, N.C. 
Annunzio 
Archer 
Armstrong 
Ashbrook 
Ashley 
Asp in 
AuCoin 
Badillo 
Bafalis 
Baldus 
Barrett 
Baucus 
Bauman 
Beard, R.I. 
Bedell 
Bell 
Bennett 
Bergland 
Bevill 
Biester 
Bingham 
Blanchard 
Blouin 
Boggs 
Boland 
Bolling 
Bonker 
Bowen 
Brad em as 
Breaux 
Breckinridge 
Brinkley 
Brodhead 
Brooks 
Broomfield 
Brown, Calif. 
Brown, Mich. 
Brown, Ohio 
Broyhill 
Burgener 
Burke, Calif'. 
Burke, Fla. 
Burke, Mass. 
Burleson, Tex. 
BurliSOn, Mo. 
Burton, John 
Butler 
Byron 
Carney 
CS:rr 
Carter 
Casey 
Chisholm 
Clancy 
Clausen, 

Don H. 
Clawson, Del 

[Roll No. 688] 
YEAS-384 

Clay Giaimo 
Cochran Gibbons 
Cohen Gilman 
Collins, Ill. Ginn 
Collins, Tex. Goldwater 
Conable Gonzalez 
Conlan Goodling 
Conte Gradison 
Conyers Grassley 
Corman Green 
Cornell Gude 
Cotter Hagedorn 
Coughlin Haley 
Crane Hall 
D'Amours Hamilton 
Daniel, Dan Hammer-
Daniel, R. W. schmidt 
Daniels, N.J. Hannaford 
Davis Hansen 
Delaney Harkin 
Dellums Harrington 
Dent Harris 
Derrick Harsha 
Derwinski Hawkins 
Devine Hayes, Ind. 
Dickinson Hays, Ohio 
Diggs Hechler, W.Va. 
Dingell Heckler, Mass. 
Dodd Helstoski 
Downey, N.Y. Henderson 
Downing, Va. Hicks 
Drinan Hightower 
Duncan, Oreg. Hinshaw 
Duncan, Tenn. Holt 
duPont Holtzman 
Eckhardt Horton 
Edgar Howard 
Edwards, Ala. Howe 
Edwards, Calif. Hubbard 
Eilberg Hughes 
Emery Hungate 
English Hutchinson 
Esch Hyde 
Evans, Colo. !chord 
Evans,Ind. Jacobs 
Evins, Tenn. Jeffords 
Fascell Jenrette 
Fenwick Johnson, Calif. 
Findley Johnson, Pa. 
Fish Jones, Ala. 
Fisher Jones, N.C. 
Fithian Tones, Okla. 
Flood Jones, Tenn. 
Florio Jordan 
Flowers Karth 
Flynt K~ten 
Foley Ka.A.tenmeier 
Ford, Mich. Kazl!!n 
Ford, Tenn. Kelly 
Forsythe Kemp 
Fountain Ketcht<m 
Frenzel Keys 
Frey Koch 
Fuqua Krebs 
Gaydos Krueger 

LaFalce 
Lagomarsino 
Landrum 
Latta 
Leggett 
Lehman 
Lent 
Levitas 
Litton 
Lloyd, Cali!. 
Lloyd, Tenn. 
Long,Md. 
Lujan 
McClory 
McCollister 
McCormack 
McDade 
McFall 
McKay 
McKinney 
Macdonald 
Madden 
Madigan 
Maguire 
Mahon 
Mann 
Martin 
Matsunaga 
Mazzoli 
Meeds 
Melcher 
Meyner 
Mezvinsky 
Mikva 
Milford 
Miller, Calif. 
Miller, Ohio 
Mills 
Mineta 
Minish 
Mink 
Mitchell, Md. 
Mitchell, N.Y. 
Moakley 
Moffett 
Mollohan 
Montgomery 
Moore 
Moorhead, 

Calif. 
Moss 
Mottl 
Murphy, N.Y. 
Murtha 
Myers, Ind. 
Myers, Pa. 
Natcher 
Neal 
Nedzi 
Nichols 
Nix 
Nolan 
Nowak 
Oberstar 
Obey 
O'Brien 

O'Hara 
O'Neill 
Ottinger 
Passman 
Patten, N.J. 
Patterson, 

Calif. 
Pattison, N.Y. 
Pepper 
Perkins 
Pettis 
Peyser 
Pickle 
Pike 
Poage 
Pressler 
Preyer 
Price 
Pritchard 
Quillen 
Railsback 
Randall 
Rangel 
Rees 
Regula 
Reuss 
Rhodes 
Richmond 
Riegle 
Risenhoover 
Roberts 
Robinson 
Rodino 
Roe 
Rogers 
Roncalio 
Rooney 
Rose 
Rosenthal 
Rostenkowski 
Roush 
Rousselot 
Roybal 
Runnels 
Ruppe 
Russo 
Ryan 
StGermain 
Santini 
Sarasin 
Sarbanes 
Satterfield 
Scheuer 
Schneebeli 
Schroeder 
Schulze 
Sebelius 
Seiberling 
Sharp 
Shipley 
Shriver 
Shuster 
Sikes 
Simon 
Sisk 
Skubitz 

Slack 
Smith, Iowa 
Smith, Nebr. 
Snyder 
Solarz 
Spellman 
Spence 
Staggers 
Stanton, 

J. William 
Stanton, 

Jamesv. 
Stark 
Steed 
Steelman 
Steiger, Ariz. 
Steiger, Wis. 
Stephens 
Stokes 
Stratton 
Stuckey 
Studds 
Sullivan 
Symington 
Symms 
Talcott 
Taylor, Mo. 
Taylor, N.C. 
Teague 
Thompson 
Thone 
Thornton 
Traxler 
Treen 
Tsongas 
Ullman 
VanderJagt 
VanderVeen 
Vanik 
Vigorito 
Waggonner 
Wampler 
Waxman 
Weaver 
Whalen 
White 
Whitehurst 
Whitten 
Wiggins 
Wilson, Bob 
Wilson, C. H. 
Wilson, Tex. 
Winn 
Wirth 
Wolff 
Wright 
Wydler 
Wylie 
Yates 
Yatron 
Young, Ga. 
Young, Tex. 
Zablocki 
Zeferetti 

NAY8-0 
NOT VOTING-49 

Addabbo Fraser 
Ambro Guyer 
Andrews, Hanley 

N.Dak. Hastings 
Beard, Tenn. Hebert 
Biaggi Hefner 
Buchanan Heinz 
Burton, Phillip Hillis 
Cederberg Holland 
Chappell Jarman 
Cleveland Johnson, Colo. 
Danielson Kindness 
de la Garza Long, La. 
Early Lott 
Erlenborn McCloskey 
Eshleman McDonald 
Fary McEwen 

McHugh 
Mathis 
Metcalfe 
Michel 
Moorhead, Pa. 
Morgan 
Mosher 
Murphy, Dl. 
Patman, Tex. 
Quie 
Rinaldo 
Udall 
VanDeerlin 
Walsh 
Young, Alaska 
Young, Fla. 

So the resolution was agreed to. 
The result of the vote was announced 

as above recorded. 
A motion to reconsider was laid on the 

table. 

HOUSE RESOLUTION 791 DENOUNC
ING UNITED NATION'S RESOLU
TION 
<Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland asked 

and was given permission to extend his 
remarks at this point in the RECORD.) 
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Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. Mr. 
Speaker, as you may be aware, a resolu
tion has been introduced in the House 
of Representatives, House Resolution 
791, denouncing the United Nations' res
olution equating Zionism with racism. 
Currently, this legislation is pending con
sideration by the Subcommittee on In
ternational Organizations of the House 
Committee on International Relations. 

I did not hesitate to sign the House 
resolution that addressed the United 
Nations action equating Zionism with 
racism. 

Racism is a word used frequently these 
days. In my opinion, it is unfortunately 
a word frequently misused, with its 
meaning distorted to serve the needs of 
those with ulterior motives. 

When I supported African nations, as 
they attempted to throw off the yoke of 
colonialism and imperialism, on the 
premise that Africans had the right to 
self-government of their land and their 
people-some people claimed that my po
sition was racist. It was not. I think it 
would be wrong to condemn Guinea-Bis
sau's struggle for independence as racist. 
It is equally wrong to equate Zionism 
with racism. . 

Often, when I speak about black unity 
and black political strength, I am labeled 
as a racist. Black people are bound 
together by a common heritage, a shared 
history, and have a common identifica
tion. To recognize this fact is not racist. 

Equally true is the fact that Jewish 
people have a common heritage, a shared 
history, and a religion which binds them 
together as a people. If these factors 
and others require that a State exist for 
Jews, then so be it. In this sense, Zionism 
is not a form of racism, rather it is an 
international movement of the Jews to 
return to a homel,and created by interna
tional law. 

I believe that to equate "nationhood" 
or "oneness," based upon physical and 
cultural homogeneity, with racism is un
just and, I might add, could boomerang 
against those who advance this proposi
tion. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Speaker, I ask unan

imous consent that all Members may 
have 5 legislative days in which to revise 
and extend their remarks, and include 
extraneous material, on the resolution 
just agreed to. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Mas
sachusetts? 

There was no objection. 

SECOND CONCURRENT RESOLUTION 
ON THE BUDGET-FISCAL YEAR 
1976 
Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Speaker, pursuant to 

section 305 (a) title III, Public Law 93-
344 of the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974, and the order of the House of Octo
ber 31, I move that the House resolve it
self into the Committee of the Whole 
House on the State of the Union for the 
consideration of the concurrent resolu
tion <H. Con. Res. 466) revising the con
gressional budget for the U.S. Govern-

ment for the fiscal year 1976, and direct
ing certain reconciliation action. 

POINT OF ORDER 

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Speaker, I have a 
point of order. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state his point of order. · 

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Speaker, I make a 
point of order against the present con
sideration of House Concurrent Resolu
tion 466 because the resolution contains 
language in paragraph 1, lines 5 through 
9, particularly the words directed to the 
House Committee on Ways and Means 
requiring that they "shall submit" to the 
House of Representatives "legislation to 
decrease Federal revenue by approxi
mately $5,400,000,000." 

In the opinion of the gentleman from 
Maryland this language constitutes a 
conferral of privileged reporting status 
on the Committee on Ways and Means, 
and I rai.,~ this point of order if only for 
clarification since this is the first time 
a budget reconciliation resolution has 
come before the House. The direction in 
this resolution, which directs that "the 
House Committee on Ways and Means
shall submit" is· not in the opinion of the 
gentleman from Maryland consistent 
with Public Law 93-344, section 310 (a) 
(2}, which in part says that such a reso
lution may "specify the total amount by 
which reveunes are to be changed and 
direct that the committees having juris
diction to determine and recommend 
changes in the revenue laws." 

That is a partial quote from the law. 
It seems to me that to direct the com
mittee to submit specific legislation to 
the House allows them a privileged re
porting status, and nowhere in rule X, 
clause 4, do I see such a privileged report
ing status allowed for the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

In the past there have been rulings by 
the Chair that a resolution which in 
effect allows a committee to report legis
lation without going through the normal 
process of seeking a rule and complying 
with the other House rules is in effect 
amending the House rules and, there
fore, would not be in order. 

On these grounds I make a point of 
order against the present consideration 
of this resolution. 

The SPEAKER. Does the gentleman 
from Washington wish to be heard on the 
point of order? 

Mr. ADAMS. Briefly, Mr. Speaker, I do. 
Section 320<a> says that the resolution 

may "direct the committees having ju
risdiction to determine and recommend 
revenue changes." That is particularly 
spelled out in clause 2 that the Budget 
Committee is authorized and in effect by 
statute directed to specify the total 
amount by which revenues are to be 
changed and direct that the committees 
having jurisdiction to determine and 
recommend changes in the revenue laws 
and resolutions to accomplish a change 
of such total amount. 

Then in section 310(c) it says that if 
only one committee has jurisdiction over 
a matter, that committee shall report 
it to the House rather than the Budget 
Committee. 

The resolution seeks to make clear this 
change is to be reported by the Commit
tee on Ways and Means. It necessarily 

includes an assumption that the com
mittee on Ways and Means will first de
termine and recommend the specific rev
enue changes before reporting the biD. 

Therefore, Mr. Speaker, I would urge 
that the point of order be overruled. 

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Speaker, to be 
heard briefly further, the gentleman 
from WaShington conveniently omitted 
the exact language of section 310(c) 
which aC'tually reads: "that commit
tee" -meaning the Committee on Ways 
and Means-"shall promptly make such 
determination and recommendations 
and report to its House a reconciliation 
bill." 

This resolution before us says that the 
Committee on W·ays and Means shall 
submit an exact figure as named, and 
the Committee on Ways and Ma..ns is 
given no discretion whatever. In fact, as 
the gentleman from M·aryland objects, 
it is given a privileged reporting status 
that amounts to an amendment to the 
House Rules. 

The SPEAKER. The Chair is prepared 
to rule. 

In response to the point of order of 
the gentleman from Maryland, the Chair 
has examined the directive contained in 
House Concurrent Resolution 466 to the 
Committee on Ways and Means to sub
mit to the House legislation to decrease 
Federal revenues by approximately 
$5,400,000,000, as well as the authority 
contained in section 310(a) (1) (C) (2) of 
the Congressional Budget Act of 1974 
conferred upon the Budget Committee 
to direct the Committee on Ways and 
Means to determine and recommend 
changes in the revenue laws to accom
plish a change of such total amount. 

Section 310(c) (1) of the Congres
sional Budget Act also provides that 
when a committee is directed-as the 
Committee on Ways and Means would be 
by .the adoption of House Concurrent 
Resolution 466 by both Houses-to de
termine and recommend changes, ''that 
committee shall promptly make such de
termination and recommendations and 
report to its House a reconciliation bill 
containing such recommendation." 

The Chair does not feel after reading 
the language of House Concurrent Reso
lution 466 that the procedures whereby 
the Committee on Ways and Means is 
to consider and report a reconciliation 
bill to the House are in any way 
changed from those procedures which 
are outlined in the Congressional Budg
et Act and in the Rules of the House. 
For this reason, the Chair feels that 
House Concurrent Resolution 466 does 
not contain any matter which oould be 
construed to involve a chan~e in the 
Rules of the House and that the motion 
to proceed to the consideration of the 
concurrent resolution at this time is 
privileged under section 305 of the Con
gressional Budget Act and under the 
special order of the House of Septem
ber 31, 1975. 

The Chair overrules the point of order. 
PARLIAMENTARY INQUmY 

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Speaker, a parlia
mentary inquiry. 

The SPEAKER. The gentleman will 
state it. 

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Speaker, based on 
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the Chair's ruling on the point of order, 
may the House then understand that 
any resolution which decreases taxes or 
revenues will have to be submitted to the 
normal House processes, a rule sought 
through the Rules Committee, and 
called up in due course of business? 

The SPEAKER. It will have to be 
called up under the regular procedure. 

Mr. BAUMAN. I thank the Chair. 
The SPEAKER. The question is on the 

motion otfered by the gentleman from 
Washington (Mr. ADAMS) . 

The motion was agreed to. 
IN THE COMMITTEE OF THE WHOLE 

Accordingly the House resolved itself 
into the Committee of the Whole House 
on the State of the Union for the con
sideration of the concurrent resolution 
(H. Con. Res. 466) , with Mr. BOLLING in 
the chair. 

The Clerk read the title of the con-
current resolution. -

By unanimous 'Consent, the first read
ing of the concurrent resolution was 
dispensed with. 

The CHAIRMAN. Pursuant to the 
provisions of section 305(a), title m, 
Public Law 93-344, the gentleman from 
Washington (Mr. ADAMS) will be recog
nized for 5 hours and the gentleman 
from Ohio (Mr. LATTA) will be recog
nized for 5 hours. 

The Chair recognizes the gentleman 
from Washington. 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself such time as I may consume. 

Mr. Chairman, I rise in strong sup
port of House Concurrent Resolution 
466, the second concurrent resolution 
on the budget for fiscal year 1976. Its 
adoption will mark another significant 
step--perhaps the key step--in affirm
ing congressional control over the Fed
eral budget. The resolution will set firm 
congressional ceilings on Federal spend
ing for fiscal year 1976 and a firm floor 
under revenues. 

I think Members will agree that the 
Congress has made great strides in set
ting its priorities and curbing unneces
sary spending since the new budget proc
ess was implemented. I want to thank 
the Members for their support of the 
process as we adjust to the new demands 
the Budget Act places on the Congress 
in the interest of better managing the 
Nation's finances. -

I particularly want to commend the 
members of the Budget Committee for 
their diligence in helping to make this 
process work. The committee has re
ported a strong resolution that Members 
of the House can support; one that is 
fiscally responsible and responsive to 
the needs of the American people. 

Before discussing the basic objectives 
of this resolution, I will take a few min
utes to explain how we got to where we 
are and what will be the etfect of adopt
ing a second budget resolution. 

The path to this resolution has been 
a long and difficult one. The Budget Com
mittee started its review in February 
with the President's budget, which was 
subsequently adjusted to take account of 
official amendments and various reesti
mates of spending required by laws aJ
ready on the books. In making these 
judgments, the committee considered the 

views and estimates of the various House 
committees as to spending needs for pro
grams within their jurisdiction. The 
committee then made specific decisions, 
both raising and lowering spending pro
posed in the President's budget, to reflect 
congressional priorities and to provide 
for some inevitable budget changes which 
the committee thought were miscalcu
lated in the President's budget. 

The result was House Concurrent Res
olution 218, which brought the Budget 
Committee's recommendations to the 
floor. These recommendations were ad
justed by floor and conference action, 
and a resolution establishing congres
sional budget targets for fiscal year 1976 
was finally adopted on May 14. 

Since then, the Budget Committee has 
been scorekeeping-comparing what has 
actually happened in various programs to 
program funding assumed by the first 
resolution. For the most part, spending 
resulting from House action has been 
consistent with the first resolution. At 
the same time, however, there has been 
some unanticipated growth in permanent 
programs that are sensitive to the con
dition of the economy. 

The second concurrent resolution now 
befo.re us reflects adjustments in all of 
the budget aggregates designed to ac
count for changes in the economy, com
pleted congressional spending and reve
nue action, and spending which is still 
expected to atfect fiscal year 1976. 

This resolution sets a floor under reve
nues and ceilings on budget authority 
and outlays which will circumscribe fu
ture congressional actions. Once the sec
ond budget resolution is adopted, any 
measure which would cause revenues to 
be lower than the floor or would cause 
budget authority or outlays to be higher 
than the ceilings would be subject to a 
point of order and barred from floor 
consideration. 

Clearly, the ceilings this resolution 
would impose on the Congress will be as 
hard to live with as they are necessary. 
I want everyone to understand that this 
is not a dry run through the budget proc
ess. We are engaged in setting ceilings 
which will .restrict congressional actions 
on spending and revenues for this fiscal 
year. 

This year, as well as in future years, 
the floor and ceilings relate to the budget 
aggregates only-that is total revenues , 
total budget authority and total outlays: 
As a result, the Budget Committee will 
not raise a point of order against spend
ing measures until the aggregate ceiling 
is exceeded, even though a measure 
might not be contemplated as part of the 
ceilings. Rather, the committee's role 
will be to warn the House that if it passes 
spending measures not assumed within 
the ceilings, the aggregates will be 
reached before Congress completes ac
tion on measures which have been taken 
into account. 

If the Congress does not heed these 
warnings and passes spending legisla
tion exceeding the amounts assumed in 
the resolution without otfseting reduc
tions, points of order will be raised when 
the ceilings are reached, regardless of the 
merits of the spending measures then 
under consideration. Thus, it is extreme-

ly important that the aggregate ceilings 
the Congress adopts be realistic and al
low for likely spending actions includ
ing those that are inevitable under cur
rent law. At the same time, we do not 
want to overestimate our spending needs 
and allow room in the ceilings for non
essential Federal spending. 

The budget aggregates in this resolu
tion, and the amounts by which they ex
ceed the first resolution are: 

Revenues of $301.8 billion, up by $3.6 
billion; 

Budget authority of $400.5 billion, up 
by $13.8 billion; 

Outlays of $373.8 billion, up by $6.8 
billion; 

Deficit of $72 billion, up by $3.2 bil
lion; and 

Public debt of $620.4 billion, up by 
$2.8 billion. 

It is a source of concern to many Mem
bers that the second budget resolution 
deficit is above the first resolution tar
gets, even though congressional actions 
since May have been generally consistent 
with actions anticipated under the first 
resolution. The Budget Committee shares 
this concern. We would, of course, much 
prefer to be able to bring to this House 
a resolution with a much lower deficit. 
However, the present state of the econ~ 
omy makes this impossible. 

Increases in this resolution result for 
the most part, from spending reqlltred 
under existing programs which are par
ticularly sensitive to economic condi
tions. Revenue estimates, for example, 
have increased because of the impact 
of inflation and the beginning of eco
~omic recovery. At the same time, per
sistent joblessness has automatically 
increased estimated spending for unem
ployment compensation by $2.1 billion; 
veterans' benefits by $1.7 billion; medi
care and medicaid payments by $1.8 bil
lion and FHA foreclosure costs by $870 
million. In addition, interest on the debt 
is expected to increase by $1.4 billion, 
the result, in part, of a midsummer tight
ening of the money supply. 

Primarily because so many of these 
costs are nondiscretionary in this fiscal 
year, the deficit proposal in the second 
resolution is essentially the same as the 
President's current budget deficit for 
fiscal year 1976. The administration now 
concedes outlays of over $370 billion and 
a deficit approaching $72 billion. Adop
tion of the President's tax reduction pro
posal would increase the fiscal year 
deficit by another $5 billion. • 

The committee resolution does not in
clude budget authority or outlays fol:' the 
Sinai peace settlement, details of which 
were submitted to the Congress after this 
resolution was acted upon by the com
mittee. Thus, an increase for this pur
pose in accord with the administration 
request, will raise the budget deficit 
projected in the resolution as well as the 
President's projected deficit. 

The committee resolution provides for 
absorption of 50 percent of the 5-percent 
pay increase for Federal, military, and 
civilian employees. This would require 
the various departments and agencies to 
accommodate the pay costs within pres
ently budgeted amounts. We do not con
sider this to be beyond reasonable expec-
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tations. In prior years it has been the 
practice of the executive branch and 
Congress to direct absorption of between 
18 and 26 percent of the pay costs which 
have resulted from cost-of-living in
creases. The absorption recommendation 
entails approximately $1 billion in budget 
authority and in outlays. If absorption 
cannot be accomplished, it would be nec
essary to increase the deficit by an addi
tional $1 billion. 

The economic objectives of House 
Concurrent Resolution 466 are identical 
to those of our first resolution. We seek 
to strengthen economic recovery and to 
restore stability to national economic 
policies. We reject programs that would 
cause the economy to swing sharply up 
and down. The budget resolution recom
mends a tax cut of $6.4 billion for the 
period January 1-July 1, 1976, which is 
sufficient to keep withholding rates at 
their present levels to sustain and 
strengthen the recovery. The resolution 
directs the House Ways and Means and 
Senate Finance Committees to report 
legislation reducing revenues by a net of 
$5.4 billion. This represents the amount 
of the tax cut partially offset by $1 bil
lion iq expected tax reform revenues. 

In addition to tax cuts, the first reso
lution provided $10.7 billion for targeted 
economic stimulus programs designed to 
create 1.7 million jobs. The committee 
remains convinced that the economic 
stimulus package recommended in the 
spring would produce the best combina
tion of programs to reduce the present 
high levels of unemployment without 
aggravating inflation. However, presi
dential vetoes and delayed congressional 
actions have resulted in a smaller 
amount of funding for these stimulus 
programs to date than the committee 
had expected. As a result, the committee 
resolution assumes reduced outlays for 
these economic stimulus recommenda
tions of $3.2 billion. This reduction h. 
partially offset by the additional $2 bil
lion in stimulative tax reductions neces
sary to keep withholding rates at current 
levels. The committee estimates now as
sume outlays for jobs programs of $7.5 
billion which would produce approxi
mately 1 million jobs, a reduction of 
700,000 from the first resolution. 

I wish to emphasize that while the 
budget aggregates in this resolution are 
roughly comparable to projected spend
ing under the President's upda:ted budget, 
the congr~ssional priorities are quite dif
ferent from those proposed by the Presi
dent. 

Congress, in its various ac·tions, con
tinues to assign greater value to human 
resource and economic stimulus pro
grams and· less to defense and inter
national relations than the President. 
In making its recommendations, the 
committee rejected the substantial re
ductions in the human resources area 
in the President's budget proposals and 
also recognized that excessive defense 
spending need not be the price for a 
strong defense. 

As the Committee of the Whole con
siders this measure, I think it important 
that the Members bear in mind that the 
priorities debate is essential to the con
gressional budget process. The Budget 
Act is not designed to require us to put 

an arbitrary lid on Government spend
ing. Rather, we must determine spend
ing priorities and set our budget aggre
gates based on the needs of the total 
economy. 

While this resolution is limited to 
budget aggregates only, we are nonethe
less engaged in a priorities debate. The 
committee report contains our assump
tions by functional categories. While an 
amendment may merely change one or 
all of the numbers in the resolution or 
direct a different reconciliation action, a 
member may nonetheless explain the un
derlying priorities changes his or her 
amendment would entail. As we proceed 
through the amendment process, Mem
bers offering floor amendments should 
advise the House as to the functional 
categories in which their .spending 
changes fall. This legislative history will 
be crucial to the ability of the Budget 
Committee to advise the House lat;er on 
as to when a particular spending meas
ure is under or over the amounts as
sumed in the resolution, thereby enabling 
us to stay within our overall ceilings for 
fiscal year 1976. 

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. ADAMS. Yes, I yield to the gentle
man from Maryland. 

Mr. BAUMAN. I ask the gentleman 
from Washington (Mr. ADAMS), Why has 
the Committee on the Budget not used 
the functional categories in the second 
concurrent resolution? It was my under
standing that when the first budget reso
lution was considered, your committee's 
aim was to use functional categories so 
that definite amounts for individual 
programs could be dealt with rather than 
to depend on the legislative history the 
gentleman just mentioned. 

Mr. ADAMS. With respect to the func
tional categories in the first resolution, 
they will be dealt with in the first reso
lution next year when we have the total 
locking process take place. By "locking" 
I mean that the authorization commit
tees will be giving their recommenda
tions by March 15, and no bill can come 
to the floor that involves spending until 
after May 15. Then by September, 7 days 
after Labor Day, the appropriation bills 
will have been completed, so that at each 
point we will know what to put in the 
functional categories. 

At this point we have not as yet com
pleted the foreign aid bill. We have one
half of the appropriation bill still pend
ing in the Senate, and the conference 
has not been completed. 

Therefore, we are required, in these 
functional categories, to allow enough 
to cover those because we have not 
locked them in yet, so we were unable 
this year to know because the fiscal year 
is already half over, and parts of the 
spending bills have not been completed. 
Next year that will have been done. 

Mr. BAUMAN. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
the gentleman. 

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Chairman, I yield 
myself 10 minutes. 

Mr. Chairman, as has already been in
dicated, House Concurrent Resolution 
466 is the second budget resolution for 
fiscal year 1976 under the new budget 
process. 

The purpose of the second resolution 1s 

to confirm or modify the first target
setting resolutions in the light of congres
sional action on spending and revenue 
legislation, taking into consideration cur
rent economic conditions and related 
factors. 

On passage, the aggregate figures in the 
second budget resolution each year be
come upper limits on allowable budget 
authority and outlays and a lower limit 
on revenues. 

The new budget process was created 
to provide Congress with the machinery 
capable of producing a congressional 
budget and controlling Federal spending. 

I might say, Mr. Chairman, that I will 
have a few words to say on how we are 
controlling Federal spending a little later. 

I support fully the basic concepts on 
which the new budget process are based. 

We need such a procedure to stem the 
flow of Federal spending that has had 
such a disastrous inflationary impact on 
our economy over recent years. I cannot, 
however, in good conscience support this 
budget resolution as approved by the 
Budget Committee. 

The resolution accepts policies of def
icit spending, large and growing transfer 
payments and more and greater Govern
ment involvement in the economy which 
in my opinion spells nothing but future 
trouble for our country. 

Under House Concurrent Resolution 
466, budget authority for fiscal year 1976 
would soar to $400.5 billion, $13.8 billion 
over the first resolution which was ap
proved by this Congress less than 6 
months ago. 

Let me repeat that because I think we 
ought to consider what we have done in 
this Congress since May when we passed 
the first budget resolution. We have 
passed legislation which would cause an 
increase of $13.8 billion--since May. 

It calls for Federal spending totaling 
$373.8 billion which is almost a $7 billion 
increase over the first budget resolution 
of last May. Spending could grow signifi
cantly higher than that due to such 
items as Sinai aid costs and increasing 
costs in a variety of Government spend
ing programs. The Federal deficit would 
amount to $72 billion, $3.2 billion over 
the first resolution that we passed in 
May. 

As spending continues, and it will, the 
deficit will continue to grow. This Con
gress just recently, after voting for all 
of these programs, refused to increase 
th'e national debt in order to put the Gov
ernment in a position to pay for them. I 
just left the Committee on Rules where 
we are considering that matter again for 
presentation to this House. 

I predict that we will close out our Bi
centennial year of 1976 with a whopping 
debt of $700 billion-$700 billion. Right 
now we are talking about considerably 
less, but the size of these figures illus
trates the seriousness of the fiscal state 
of affairs of our Nation and underscores 
the need for an all-out effort to take cor
rective steps now. 

Furthermore, it is more than just the 
size of these amounts that give us this 
concern, it is the type of Federal spend
ing that House Concurrent Resolution 
466 would command that is such a seri
ous matter. 

In spite of the known drawbacks of 
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Government public works program such 
as a potential for fiscal abuse, their un
wieldiness and inflationary impact, the 
resolution reflects a massive $5 billion in 
budget authority and $1 billion for public 
works assistance for economic stimula
tion programs. Public service jobs are 
funded despite their shortcomings. The 
resolution would provide an additional 
$500 million over the $500 million al
ready contained in the first budget reso
lution for that purpose. 

The resolution adds a huge $3.4 billion 
increase over the first resolution in 
budget authority and $1.2 billion in out
lays in the education, manpower, and so
cial services category. 

In the income security function budget 
authority would move up by $5.7 billion 
and outlays by $3.1 billion. 

Commerce and Transportation show 
a similar pattern, up $5 billion in budget 
authority and $1.1 billion in outlays. 
Budget authority and outlay figures are 
also up in the areas of health and vet-

- erans' benefits. 
These increases over the already in

ftated amounts contained in the first 
resolution are due to various factors. In 
some cases they reflect rising costs for 
existing programs. Others reflect the re
fusal on the part of Congress to enact 
legislation necessary to provide achiev
able cost savings. In some cases the in
creases come from new congressional 
spending programs. The net result, 
counting the first resolution and add-ons, 
is a completely unacceptable kind and 
level of deficit spending on the part of 
the Federal Government. 

The frightening rate of increases in 
Federal spending since the 1960's for 
the most part has been due to the growth 
in transfer payments, in the form of 
direct payments to individuals. This is 
where the explosion in Federal budgets 
has occurred. The resolution does little, 
if anything, to begin placing overall con
trols on this dangerous spending trend. 
Instead, the resolution actually accom
modates that trend. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Mr. Chair
man, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. LATI'A. I yield to the .gentleman 
from Colorado. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I thank 
the gentleman for yielding. 

The gentleman touched on a subject 
which the chairman of the Committee 
on Appropriations has been talking about 
ever since I have been in Congress. He 
emphasizes that the size of the deficit 
is not really the amount of money that 
the Government is spending in excess of 
its income. He keeps pointing out that 
through the transfer payment process, we 
are spending obligated funds. This year 
if we are going to have a $72 billion 
deficit, does the committee have an esti
mate of the amount of money by which 
the actual debt is going to be increased? 
Roughly, the chairman of the Commit
tee on Appropriations has been saying 
for each of the last 3 years that one year 
we had a $13 billion deficit but actually, 
he said, we have gone into debt $20 bil
lion. He points out that it increases by 
a factor of about 1 to 3, and that by the 
increase in the debt over the deficit that 
the deficit figure is actually misleading 
and that the deficit is not as large as the 

amount of debt that we are actually in
curring. 

Do we have a figure that would indi
cate the amount of the increase of the 
debt which obviously is much larger than 
just the deficit? 

Mr. LATI'A. For fiscal year 1976 which 
we are talking about today, without any 
action on the Sinai agreement and re
lated items-and I understand an 
amendment will be offered by the gen
tleman from Massachusetts <Mr. 
O'NEILL), which will increase that 
amount over $2 billion-it is in the neigh
borhood of maybe $74 billion. 

Personally-and this is my own judg
ment-! think that ·ill_e deficit for 1976 
could be closer to $80 billion when we 
round out that fiscal yeg,r than it is go
ing to be $72 or $74 billion. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. If the gen
tleman will yield further, my point is, 
though, what will the public debt be 
increased by? It is always a much larger 
figure than just the amount of the defi
cit, because we are spending funds which 
are otherwise obligated. The chairman of 
the Committee on Appropriations makes 
this point year after year after year, 
that the size of the deficit is not really as 
large as the amount of debt that we are 
incurring. So what will the public debt 
be increased by? The deficit will be $72 
billion perhaps. The gentleman says $80 
billion, but if the chairman of the Com
mittee on Appropriations is correct, we 
will have a debt increase of perhaps over 
$100 billion. I am trying to find out if 
there is an estimate of that figure. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen
tleman has expired. 

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Chairman, I yield my
self 10 additional minutes. 

Hopefully it will not .so beyond the $80 
billion figure, and I think that is the 
upper limit for 1976. 

But I understand full well what the 
gentleman is driving at. For example, in 
the social security fund there are auto
matic increases in the cost of living, and 
we have people coming on and going off 
the rolls. It is very difficult to find out 
how much money is actually going to 
be a deficit in that particular fund. And 
we have other similar funds that operate 
the same way. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I thank 
the gentleman. 

Mr. LATTA. This resolution continues 
the pattern established by the first reso
lution of embracing spending for Federal 
programs, which in turn invite more 
spending and produce more inflation. In
flation has been the single greatest threat 
to our economic health since World War 
II. 

It destroys the purchasing power of 
the consumer's dollar and the investor's 
dollar, and this leads to recession. There 
is no way to achieve long-range stability 
and growth if inflation is not contained, 
and that lesson must be thoroughly un
derstood by everyone. 

Under the banner of promoting em
ployment the resolution contains very 
ill-advised proposals for stimulative 
Government spending. Such spending 
can have no more than short-term gains 
in the way of attacking unep1ployment. 
On the other hand it produces serious in
flationary consequences. We should have 

learned our lesson that we cannot spend 
our way into prosperity. It simply does 
not work. It did not work during the 
time of the Great Depression, and I have 
emphasized this time and time again, but 
I cannot emphasize it enough. I just want 
to point out the figures of unemployment 
back in the depression days when we 
were pouring all kinds of Federal money 
into Federal programs to try to bring 
down the unemployment rate. 

In 1931 we had an unemployment fig
ure of 15.9 percent; in 1932, that. unem
ployment figure, despite the programs, 
was 23.6 percent; in 1933, 24.9 percent; 
in 1934, 21.7 percent; in 1935, 20.1 per
cent; in 1936, 16.9 percent; in 1937, 14.3 
percent; in 1938. 19 percent; in 1939, 17.2 
percent; and in 1940, 14.6 percent. It took 
our entry into World War II to bring 
that unemployment figure down to 9.9 
percent in 1941. 

So certainly history shows us that by 
pumping Federal dollars into these pub
lic works programs we do not cure un
employment. But still we persist along 
those lines. 

The remedy for unemployment de
pends on the confidence of the consumer, 
the workingman, and business, that our 
Government is willing and able to take 
steps that are necessary to bring infla
tion under control, and this budget res
olution represents an opportunity to 
contribute to the growth of this con
fidence. 

Even a !-percent reduction in the rate 
of unemployment, for example, would 
stimulate much job-creating investment 
and consumption and would not cost the 
taxpayers a penny. 

The recession from which we are just 
now recovering is a key study in the 
harm that inflation can do. How many 
more recessions must we suffer before 
learning the necessity of curbing exces
sive Federal spending? 

Government cannot continue to ex
pand by leaps and bounds and with in
creased Government spending as demon
strated in the amounts embraced by the 
second budget resolution without grievous 
consequences to our Nation's economic 
health and the very freedoms that are so 
precious to all of us. It is high time to 
get moving on a thorough reexamina
tion of the legislation enacted over the 
last few decades which has contributed 
so much to the current state of affairs. 
The congressional budget process is the 
method that Congress set up for itself 
to get the job done by setting proper 
overall limits and bringing about needed 
evaluations. 

Unfortunately the second budget re
solution fails to seize this opportunity 
and to cause an across-the-board ex
amination of skyrocketing mandatory 
spending legislation. The American peo
ple need to be reassured that Congress 
has the ability and the will to take those 
steps that are necessary to put our 
financial house in order. This resolution 
does not do that job. 

I might say that even the interest on 
the national debt from the first resolu
tion to the second 'resolution has in
creased by a billion dollars, from $35 to 
over $36 billion, just the interest on the 
national debt. 

Madam Chairman, at the appropriate 
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time, I will offer an amendment to re
duce the budget authority and outlays 
in this resolution. 

This Congress must take a firm stand 
against the massive Federal overspend
ing that has developed in the past years 
and this is the time to do it. 

Now, how do we get a handle on these 
inflationary and dangerous spending 
programs? Well, first of all, we are not 
going to get it under this new budgetary 
procedure, unless we change our ways 
and do so very quickly. 

I might say very frankly that I en
visioned this budget process ·to work a 
little differently than just adding up a 
lot of figures. To date we have been add
ing up too many figures and not taking 
the bull by the horns, so to speak, in 
cutting down some of the expenditures. 

I know we have had these dry runs, 
but I think it is high time we take some 
initiative in the Budget Committee and 
start doing some cutting, because this is 
what I think the Members of Congress 
and the country expect us to do, not just 
total up figures and say this is what it 
all adds up to. 

Second, we do not do it by voting down 
an increase in the debt ceiling and then 
going home and pounding ourselves on 
the back and saying, "Look what we have 
done. We have voted for economy.'' 

we· do not do it just by voting for the 
budget resolution and saying we are try
ing to contain expenditures. The only 
way we can possibly do it, and this was 
referred to by the gentleman from 
Washington in his remarks, is that we 
do it every single day when these spend
ing· programs come before this Congress, 
bit by bit, and reducing them when they 
need reducing. We should not vote for 
every spending program that comes along 
and then say, "Well, now, we didn't get 
ourselves in this shape.'' We did. This 
is why it happens. 

I have even heard arguments being 
made in these Chambers by various Mem
bers that we should not even have a debt 
ceiling. The argument is that it is a 
useless thing to do; apparently we ought 
to just go on our merry way of spending 
without any thought of changing the 
debt ceiling. Well, I hope that when this 
budget procedure really gets going, and I 
wish that it would get going as much as 
most Members in the committee, but I 
just hope that we can start making some 
cuts in a lot of programs. I know they 
might have political sex appeal, they 
might get us elected today, but tomorrow 
they might be hurting the country. 

If I read my mail correctly, and I try 
to do that, and if I listen to my constitu
ents, and I do that, they have been send
ing me a message that they are sick and 
tired of deficit financing and they want 
this Congress to do something about it. 
I hope that we do something about it 
before it is too late. 

Here is our opportunity, this week, to 
do something about it. Hopefully, when 
the time comes for amending this resolu
tion this Congress will act in that direc
tion and start placing some real 
restraints on itself. 

Mr. WRIGHT. Madam Chairman, I 
yield such time as he may consume to the 
gentleman from Connecticut (Mr. 
GIAIMO). 

Mr. GIAIMO. Madam Chairman, this 
second concurrent resolution on the 
budget marks the end of the first year 
of implementation of the Congressional 
Budget Impoundment and Control Act. 
In this year, the American people suf
fered under the unholy alliance of infla
tion and unemployment. This year also 
witnessed the deepest recession since the 
early 1930's. 

The budget process, only partially be
gun this year, has attempted to meet 
these economic and social perils which 
besiege our Nation. We on the Budget 
Committee, through provisions contained 
in this resolution and recommendations 
in our report, have made a concerted 
and, I believe, successful effort to provide 
for programs that will put the unem
ployed back to work, relieve the over
burdened middle- and lower-income tax
payers, and protect those on fixed in
comes-the retired, the sick, the handi
capped-from the devastation wrought 
by unbridled inflation. 

Our effort to set out on a road toward 
fiscal responsibility and at the same mo
ment to be responsive to all the needs of 
the American people creates an eco
nomic tightrope. Nevertheless, we have 
walked this tightrope. For the first time 
since I came to Congress, and indeed in 
the entire history of Congress, we are 
able to arrive at decisions that take into 
account the state of the economy, the 
size of the deficit, the total-and I em
phasize that word "total"-expenditures 
of the Federal Government, and the esti
mated revenues. 

It is my understanding, Madam Chair
man, that the majority leader intends 
to offer a floor amendment, as suggested 
by our report, to provide the necessary 
fiscal flexibility for the implementation 
of the Sinai agreement. Such an amend
ment, I understand further, would not 
bind or commit us to any endorsement 
of the administration's request prior to 
action taken by the appropriate com
mittees of this House and the other body. 
With this in mind, I intend to support 
such an amendment when offered. 

I strongly urge the adoption of this 
resolution, not because of the process it 
represents, although that indeed is im
portant, but because it reflects, in my 
opinion, the collective wisdom of a ma
jority of the Nation's elected representa
tives. 

Mr. WRIGHT. Madam Chairman, I 
yield myself such time as I may consume. 

Madam Chairman, on October 6 Presi
dent Ford appeared on national televi
sion and requested Congress to adopt a 
spending ceiling for fiscal year 1977 in 
the amount of $395 billion. 

On October 31, after many months of 
very careful deliberation, the budget 
committee reported to the House this 
resolution which adopts for the current 
fiscal year an expenditure ceiling of 
$373.8 billion. 

I think it is very significant that the 
total expenditure ceiling embodied in 
this resolution, here and now for the cur
rent fiscal period, is some $22 billion less 
than that recommended to us by the 
President for the fiscal period which will 
not even begin until October 1 of next 
year. · 

This historic process which we are 
completing for the current year with 
this second concurrent budget resolution 
is perhaps the most significant advance 
that has been made in the 94th Con
gress. For the first time, it gives to us, 
the lawmaking branch, the actual tools 
with which to carry out that responsi
bility mandated to us all those years ago 
by the Constitution, that we should in
deed control the purses strings. 

Heretofore, Congress has followed the 
practice of voting piecemeal and in a 
fragmentary way throughout the year on 
various authorizations, some 13 different 
appropriations bills not counting supple
mentals, and different tax measures, 
without any capacity to relate them di
rectly to one another. 

In that posture, the Congress was very 
much like a navigator without a com
pass. We were like a builder without a 
set of plans. It was almost as though we 
were hiring 13 carpenters and instructing 
each to build us one room of a 13-room 
house without any connection to or rela
tion with what the other 12 carpenters 
were doing. Now, for the first time, we 
have the capacity to look at the entire 
cost of the Government in perspective 
and to decide what we, as the peoples' 
representatives, want to do in view of 
respective priorities. 

I recommend to the Members this 
budget resolution. I think it is a prudent 
and restrained effort on the part of the 
representatives of the people to enact 
legislation that will effectively put Con
gress in control of expenditures. I urge 
serious and sympathetic consideration of 
the resolution, of the amendments that 
will be offered, and I urge the Members 
to bear in mind that what we are doing 
in the adoption of this resolution is much 
more prudent and more responsible than 
that which the President has asked that 
we regularly do. 

Rather than opting for a large $28 bil
lion tax cut as called for by the Presi
dent, we have envisioned a much more 
modest tax cut so as to avoid further in
creasing the deficit in this fiscal period. 
After all, this current fiscal period is the 
only one we now are considering. This 
is the only one over which we have con
trol at the present moment, and I sug
gest to the Members that this resolution 
does exercise that control, and I believe 
it exercises it in a prudent manner. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WRIGHT. I yield to the gentle
man from Iowa. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam Chairman, 
the gentleman made the statement that 
this budget resolution is $22 billion less 
than what the President is suggesting 
for the next fiscal year, but I did not get 
the point the gentleman was trying to 
make. Did he intend to leave an impres
sion with us of what that holds for the 
future or what is good or what is bad 
about that $22 billion figure? I did not 
think the gentleman finished his 
thought on that point. 

Mr. WRIGHT. I tried to suggest the 
thought that the current fiscal year is 
the only period over which we have effec
tive control at the moment. I tried to 
suggest that the fact that we are $22 
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billion under the ceiling recommended 
for the coming fiscal year by the Presi
dent indicates that the Congress is be
having in a fiscally sound and prudent 
manner. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. Madam Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield further? 

Mr. WRIGHT. Yes, I yield to the 
gentleman. 

Mr. GRASSLEY. I thank the gentle
man for yielding. Does the gentleman 
think that it is realistic, in terms of 
what we are accomplishing this year, 
that we have the capability of keeping 
within that $22 billion increase iu the 
coming year? 

Mr. WRIGHT. The gentleman asks me 
what I think is realistic. I do not think 
it is realistic in any sense for us at this 
moment to try to peg a ceiling for a 
future fiscal year that does not even 
begin for 11 more months. 

I think it is realistic for us to deal with 
the fiscal year that is our present re
sponsibility at this present time. That is 
precisely what this resolution does. 

I do not think I can forecast for the 
gentleman yet what kind of a budget 
expenditure ceiling we ought to recom
mend for a year that will not begin until 
October 1 of next year. That will be the 
responsibility of the Congress and it will 
be the responsibility of the Budget Com
mittee, beginning next spring, to try to 
make those projections. 

I do not think it is realistic, I do not 
think it is responsible for us to toss fig
ures around glibly today concerning a 
fiscal period that will not begin for 11 
more months. 

Were we to follow the President's ad
vice in total, and embrace his precise 
figure before even looking at the needs 
that may confront us a year hence, we 
would be surrendering our responsibility. 

That would be a little like a family 
who says, "Well, we are going to spend 
$2,800 more this year and increase our 
deficit by $2,800 this year, but we will 
just resolve now that next year we are 
going to cut our expenses by $2,800." 

The average family could not make 
that decision responsibly without having 
any idea of what prices are going to be 
next year, without knowing whether one 
of their children might get sick next year 
and have tO go to the hospital, without 
knowing whether the car might be in a 
wreck. Clearly, without first thinking of 
just how it could economize in the com
ing year, it would be unrealistic for any 
family to take that position and to justify 
upon it a bigger family deficit this year. 
And that, in essence, is what the Presi
dent has asked us to do. 

Mr. DERRICK. Madam Chairman will 
the gentleman yield? ' 

Mr. WRIGHT. I will yield to the gen
tleman. 

Mr. DERRICK. Would the gentleman 
say it is like the famous quotation of the 
gentleman's grandmother, "Pretty is as 
pretty does"? 

Mr. WRIGHT. I think that is an ap
propriate and apt quotation. My grand
mother used to say to my little sisters, 
when anyone tempted them with the 
thought that they were pretty, "Well, 
pretty is as pretty does." 

It seems to me that what we have fac
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ing us now is the responsibility to look to 
our immediate fiscal year. That is the 
only one over which we have control to
day, and I believe that is what this budget 
resolution properly does. That is all I am 
suggesting. And before we make roseate 
promises for next year, we first had bet
ter look to our performance for this year. 
To that extent, my grandmother's advice 
is good. "Pretty is as pretty does." 

Mr. GRASSLEY. If the gentleman will 
yield further, I thank the gentleman for 
amplifying his position. I am not sure I 
agree that we should restrict ourselves 
just to this year. There have been sug
gestions that these budget resolutions 
and planning for expenditures involve 
periods of 3, 4, or 5 years, because the 
programs we are suggesting now do have 
long-range impact, and for that reason I 
think we ought to look further in the 
future. 

Mr. WRIGHT. I cannot argue with 
that. Certainly that ought to be one of 
our budget activities. It is one that is 
contemplated in our enabling legislation. 
It is a difficult and imprecise task at best, 
however. 

I would remind the gentleman that 
since the beginning of this year and the 
convening of this Congress the President 
has come to us with supplemental re
quests, asking more money than was in
eluded in his initial budget for a variety 
of projects. I am not blaming him for 
that. I am simply pointing out that un
foreseen contingencies arise which make 
it necessary for the President to request 
the Congress to up its sights and spend 
more money. 

One of those things that occurred in
volved what was happening in Vietnam. 
Another of them we are presently await
ing involves the Sinai agreement. We 
could not have foreseen those needs at 
the beginning of the previous fiscal year. 

What I am simply suggesting to the 
gentleman is that prudence and sound 
judgment dictate that we look to our 
immediate responsibilities and that we 
do our very best to have a prudent and 
realistic budget ceiling for this fiscal 
year. That is our responsibility. And I 
would just suggest further that anybody 
who embraces the President's idea of a 
$395 billion ceiling for the next fiscal 
year, which will not even begin until 
October of 1976, and does not support 
the $373.8 billion ceiling which we are 
adopting for this fiscal year, is not be
ing very consistent. 

Mr. WRIGHT. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 7 minutes to the gentleman from 
Florida <Mr. GIBBONS), a member of the 
committee. 

Mr. GffiBONS. Madam Chairman, I 
thank the acting committee chairman, 
the gentleman from Texas, for yielding 
this time to me. 

Madam Chairman, I rise in strong 
support of House Concurrent Resolution 
466, the second congressional budget re
solution for fiscal year 1976. 

The resolution is, perhaps, the most 
crucial step to date in the new congres
sional budget process, for it will set con
gressional ceilings on spending and a 
floor under revenues for the balance of 
this fiscal year. 

House Concurrent Resolution 466 is 

the result of months of continuous work 
'by the Budget Committee and, most 
particularly, its chairman, the gentleman 
from ·washington. 

In May, the Congress adopted Federal 
budget targets. Those targets demanded 
spending restraint, even though the def
icit target agreed to was extremely high. 
They confronted reality squarely. Dis
tasteful as the deficit figure was to many 
of us, a majority agreed it was all but 
inevitable in this year of severe recession 
and extensive joblessness. 

Since May, the Budget Committee has 
been unflagging in its support for the 
new budget process. We have consulted 
with many committees of the House to 
discourage action on spending measures 
not contemplated in our budget targets. 
The chairman of our committee has ap
peared before the Rules Committee to 
oppose bills that would slip Federal funds 
through the "backdoor ." 

We have opposed on the floor of the 
House actions that would do violence to 
the congressional budget policies and 
priorities agreed to in May. 

Thanks to these efforts and to the co
operation of members who have sup
ported the congressional budget targets, 
House Concurrent Resolution 466 con
tinues to reflect the responsible budget 
policies and priorities adopted by Con
gress in May. 

On the spending side, it is a no-frills 
budget. The proposed $373 billion ceiling 
provides for aid to those who are suffer
ing on account of the recession and for 
a few, carefully targeted job-creating 
programs designed to speed economic re
covery. Beyond this, there is no room 
for new spending initiatives in the bal
ance of the fiscal year. 

The deficit remains high, to be sure: 
But it is an unfortunate fact of life in 
this fiscal year. The deficit is occurring 
even though Congress has not enacted 
major, new spending legislation this 
year: Even though defense spending has 
been held down: Even though other ap
propriations are in line with spending 
targets adopted in May. It is occurring 
because the recession has decreased pro
duction and employment and has eroded 
our revenue base, and because persistent
ly high unemployment has automatical
ly increased the number of citizens eli
gible to receive subsistence-level Federal 
aid. Short of reneging on previous com
mitments to these recession victims, or to 
the elderly, or to the poor, there is no 
way to significantly reduce the deficit in 
this fiscal year. 

The second budget resolution aims to 
reduce the deficit in subsequent fiscal 
years by maintaining and strengthening 
the economic recovery that now appears 
to be underway. In addition to a limited 
number of job-creating expenditures, the 
resolution would direct the House Ways 
and Means Committee and the Senate 
Finance Committee to report legislation 
that provides for a net $5.4 billion in 
stimulative tax cuts in the last 6 months 
of the fiscal year. The Budget Committee 
recommends the Tax Reduction Act of 
1975 be extended and broadened to keep 
witholding rates at the same level they 
have been at since April of this year. 
In addition, the committee recommends 
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that total revenues be raised by $1 billion 
through tax reform. 

Insofar as the tax cut extension is 
concerned, these recommendations are 
consistent with Ways and Means Com
mittee action to date. Gaining a billion 
in reform revenues from a tax expendi
ture budget of almost $100 billion has 
proven more difficult for the Committee 
on Ways and Means. I am convinced we 
will not have real tax reform until the 
Congress in a resolution such as this one, 
demands it. Once a decision is made to 
have real reform, there will be no short
age of loopholes from which to choose. 

In any event, Members may have a 
chance to consider tax reform for them
selves next week, when the Ways and 
Means tax bill is debated in the House. 
Action consistent with the resolution 
would have not only a salutary effect on 
the deficit, but would also help set the 
foundation for creating a more equitable 
tax structure in years to come. 

This, it seems to me, is the purpose of 
House Concurrent Resolution 466 and 
the new budget process in general: To 
move us in directions that are desirable 
·and responsible. The resolution cannot 
reform the tax code: It cannot slice 
every ounce of fat from Federal pro
grams. It can say, at long last: "There 
are limits in this fiscal year beyond which 
we cannot go." House Concurrent Reso
lution 466 does this in the most responsi
ble manner possible, and it deserves 
strong support. 

Madam Chairman, as we examine 
where we are going, we had perhaps bet
ter look at where we started. As we recall, 
the Budget Committee legislation just 
passed this Congress about a year ago, 
and in a desperate effort to get it going, 
it started to be implemented about a 
year ago. Most of the members of the 
Committee on the Budget were not even 
named until February of this year. Then 
a staff had to be acquired, a congres
sional budget office had to be set up, and 
the implementation of a very difficult 
process had to be begun. 

At about the same time the President 
submitted his budget for fiscal year 1976. 
At that time he estimated that outlays 
for fiscal year 1976 would amount to $349 
billion. I think we all remember that he 
drew the line on the chart at something 
like $350 billion, and he said that beyond 
this figure he would not go. 

I sympathize with the problem of the 
President and with the problem of the 
members of the Committee on the 
Budget. I would like to see our outlays 
limited, I would like to see our taxes go 
down, and I would like to see everybody 
employed and nobody hungry and things 
of that sort. But that is just not in the 
cards for today. 

Where are we today? We must remem
ber that the President started off with 
his own outlay budget of $349 billion. I 
have a book here in my hand that just 
came into our office yesterday. I would 
recommend this to all the Members. It 
was embargoed for release yesterday. It 
is entitled, "Current Services Estimate 
for Fiscal Year 1977, as Required by the 
Budget Impoundment ~md Control Act." 
It is submitted by the present Office of 
Management and Budget, and it is da.ted 
Monday, November 10, 1975. 

From this book we get the President's 
most current estimate as to where his 
budget stands today. This is a most in
teresting document, and I would com
mend it to each Member to study. It is 
manageable in size, its prose is good, and 
its figures are fairly simple. 

On page 22 of this document it is shown 
that from a budget of $349 billion in out
lays for 1977 the President's budget has 
gone up about $20 billion in outlays for 
fiscal year 1977 to approximately $368.5 
billion. So that is how badly budgets can 
go askew even when people are doing 
their best to keep them under control. 

In studying this document, I think 
that we should also look again on page 
22 to this presentation of the problems 
we face. I would call attention to this 
bar graph chart we see over here by the 
picture of George Washington to your 
left front in the House Chamber and to 
two long red and blue lines, one at the 
top and one about two-thirds of the 
way down. The one at the top, covers na
tional defense, and the one about two
thirds of the way down covers income 
security. These are the two biggest items 
in the budget. 

They far dwarf every other figure in 
the entire budget. In fact, the total of in
come security is 34 percent of the entire 
budget, and it covers such programs as 
social security, the black lung benefits, 
railroad retirement benefits, the Federal 
employee disability program, food 
stamps, and other benefits like housing 
subsidies ~nd child nutrition programs, 
and then there is assistance for the poor, 
like AFDC, and supplemental security. 

Then there is that skyrocketing figure, 
unemployment assistance or unemploy
ment insurance. Those figures have just 
skyrocketed. We look on page 22 of the 
current services budget. We see that the 
President estimates that this program of 
income security will amount to $130 bil
lion for fiscal year 1976, and that it will 
grow to $146 billion or increase by over 
$16 billion in just 1 year. 

It has increased more than that this 
year because of the tren.endous increase 
in unemployment compensation. Unem
ployment compensation, I think, used to 
run in the neighborhood of about $2 to 
$3 billion a year. It is now running to 
$19.9 billion because of very high unem
ployment. 

I say all this to point to the problem 
that we are having. To back up what the 
gentleman from Texas <Mr. WRIGHT) has 
said, it is not easy to turn down a spend
ing ceiling, as well intended as I am sure 
the President means it. 

If the Members take this document 
that I have in my hand, this current serv
ices budget, they will see that his most 
conservative projection is that we will 
have a budget deficit of about $31 billion 
next year. The one that he relies upon 
in this budget document--and it is not a 
budget, but it is a budget document--is 
around $42 billion. 

If we have that kind of assumption 
and the same kind of assumptions that 
he makes, we will find that the outlays 
for fiscal year 1977, the year that he has 
suggested we put a $395 billion ceiling on , 
under his figures we come to $414.5 bil
lion versus $395 billion. 

In other words, we have to cut the 

current services by about $20 billion to 
reach the ceiling that he has suggested. 

If the Members will just look at that 
bar graph over there and decide where 
and how we can pull $20 billion out of 
it, then it would be very easy to set that 
ceiling. Unfortunately, however, we can
not do it at this time. We should stick to 
the program of budget control work that 
we now have and try to work it out. 

Madam Chairman, I hope that to
morrow, when we get to voting on all of 
this, that we will all realize that we are 
in a very serious situation. If we fail to 
adopt this resolution-and most of us 
can disagree with it in part in one place 
or another-we will have set back the 
best hope that the House has had and 
the Congress has had in a long time to 
make sense out of the budget process. 
Therefore, I hope that we will bury our 
differences and move forward to adopt 
what I think is a realistic budget resolu
tion for fiscal year 1976. After we get 
this work done then we can begin work
ing on the fiscal year 1977 budget. It is 
at that time we will seriously consider 
the President's request for a spending 
ceiling. 

Mr. LATTA. Madam Chairman I yield 
3 minutes to the gentleman fro{n Ohio 
(Mr. WHALEN). 

Mr. WHALEN. Madam Chairman, I 
thank the gentleman for yielding. 

I take this time to pose a question to 
the acting chairman of the committee, 
the gentleman from Texas <Mr. WRIGHT). 

Madam Chairman, there are two ele
ments in the budget, and one is cer
tainly more easily controlled than the 
other. When it comes time to arrive at a 
figure for projected revenues, certain es
timates have to be made. 

I am wondering on just what the pro
jected revenues were based for the pres
ent fiscal year. 

I am referring to the projected level of 
gross national product, national income, 
personal income, corporate profits, and so 
forth. Does the gentleman have any fig
ures for this? 

Mr. WRIGHT. Madam Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. WHALEN. I yield to the gentleman 
from Texas. 

Mr. WRIGHT. Madam Chairman, in 
response to the question asked by my 
colleague, the gentleman from Ohio, the 
assumptions upon which we have pred
icated our projected revenues are that 
the gross national product would be ap
proximately $1,472 billion during calen
dar 1975 and approximately $1,675 billion 
during calendar 1976. 

We have further projected the prob
ability based upon the most reliable data 
that we could secure that personal in
come during calendar 1975 would grow 
from $1,241 billion in aggregate in cal
endar 1976 to $1,390 billion. 

We have assumed that wages and sal
aries would total iri calendar year 1975 
approximately $787 billion and in calen
dar 1976 approximately $890 billion. 

Beyond that we have assumed for 
purposes of estimating tax receipts that 
corporate profits during calendar 1975 
would come to $119 billion and during 
calendar 1976 $163 billion. 

Mr. WHALEN. Madam Chairman, I 
would ask one other question if the gen
tleman would respond. I noticed in the 
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first target resolution revenues were pro
jected at $298.2 billion. In the current 
resolution before us the projection ls 
$301,8 billion. Is this $3.6 billion increase 
in revenues due to the increased eco
nomic activity? 

Mr. WRIGHT. To some degree it IS. 
There has been, as the gentleman is 
aware, an increase in the gross national 
product. This of course does reflect it
self in additional income. There is a 
further change in assumptions which 
has been made for the purpose of getting 
the Congress and the administration on 
all fours. In our projection of revenues 
to be derived from the sale of offshore 
leases I believe in the first budget reso
lution we had been projecting approxi
mately $4 billion while the administra
tion had been estimating that some $8 
billion would be received. In order that 
we could be talking about the same 
thing we visited with the Office of Man
agement and Budget and made an effort 
to arrive at some mutual figure and that 
figure came out at $6 billion so this ac
counts for $2 billion more in reducing 
the deficit. 

Mr. WHALEN. I thank the gentleman 
for his response. 

Mr. WRIGHT. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
Maryland (Mr. MITCHELL), a member of 
the committee. 

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. Madam 
Chairman, I regret that the chairman of 
the committee is not on the floor. If he 
were, I would tell him that it has not 
been a pleasure working with him, nor 
with the other members of the commit
tee, in the sense that it is such a hard 
working committee that we have had to 
neglect many of our other duties in order 
to bring this budget resolution, the sec
ond concurrent resolution, before the 
Members. I have no hesitancy in stating 
to the Members that generally I am sup
portive of the second concurrent resolu
tion. However, as we debate it tomorrow, 
I would beg of my colleagues that they 
take certain facts into account. 

There are 8 million known unemployed 
in this country. If we look at those who 
are not counted, we are talking about 
maybe 16 million people out of work. We 
are dealing with a percentage figure of 
8.4 percent approximately. All that we 
intend to deal with under this second 
concurrent resolution is to maybe-and 
I say maybe-reduce that by one-half 
of 1 percent in 6 months. I say that the 
failure to significantly attack unemploy
ment constitutes a very grave danger to 
ow· country. 

Let me just spell out very briefly one 
aspect of the danger in sustaining these 
high rates of unemployment. The unem
ployment compensation program is no 
longer a self-supporting entity, and the 
financial structure of this system at both 
the State and the Federal levels is seri
ously threatened. So far, 11 States have 
depleted their unemployment com pen
sa tion funds and are borrowing from the 
Federal Government. It is expected that 
by the end of the calendar year 1976 
more than 25 States will be forced to 
borrow Federal funds in order to con
tinue their unemployment compensation 
programs. 

I suggest to the Members, Madam 
Chairman, that there is something bor
dering on insanity when we permit a high 
rate of unemployment to persist and at 
the same time allow 25 States who ex
haust unemployment compensaton ben
efits to come in and borrow from the 
Federal Government, thus making our 
wnole economic situation more precari
ous. 

According to the Department of Labor, 
if this trend continues, the Federal and 
States unemployment compensation pro
grams will have a combined deficit of 
$22.7 billion by 1978. Presently the law 
requires that the States repay any Fed
eral loan within a 3-year period. 

Can the Members just imagine under 
this system what 25 States are going to 
be confronted with when they have to 
start paying back the borrowed money 
within 3 years? I know it is impossible for 
the Budget Committee or the President 
or this House, or the entire Congress, 
to solve the problem of unemployment 
overnight. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. WRIGHT. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 1 additional minute to the gentle
man from Maryland. 

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. It is im
possible for us to somehow or another 
wave a magic wand and put 8 million 
people to work tomorrow morning. That 
Is not going to happen. The Members 
know it and I know it. But I do hope that 
when we consider the second concurrent 
resolution tomorrow we will consider the 
efficacy of an amendment which will 
hopefully stimulate the economy in terms 
of jobs and thereby send a ray of hope, 
some message of hope, to literally mil
lions of people who are out there un
employed, literally millions of people who 
have abandoned any desire to look for 
work, millions of people who contribute 
to the corrosive influence of unemploy
ment on our economic system. 

I beg of the Members to bear this in 
mind tomorrow as we start amending the 
second concurrent resolution. 

Madam Chairman, I yield back the 
remainder of my time. 

Mr. WRIGHT. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Michigan, <Mr. O'HARA), a member of 
the committee. 

Mr. O'HARA. Madam Chairman, I rise 
to support the resolution ·as reported 
from the committee, and I rise to asso
ciate myself with the remarks of the gen
tleman from Maryland (Mr. MITCHELL). 
The gentleman from Maryland is per
fectly correct. This resolution does not 
really come to grips with the severe eco
nomic problems that ·our country now 
faces. 

So we might sa.y if that is the case, 
why am I supporting the resolution I 
would say I think it is the best resolu
tion we could have gotten out of the 
committee and it is a far better budget 
proposal than that offered by the Presi
dent and by the administration. 

I think, however, it needs improvement 
and I intend to support an amendment 
that I understand will be offered tomor
row by the distinguished majority leader, 
the gentleman from Massachusetts (Mr. 

O'NEILL). That amendment moves us a 
little bit further in the direction I think 
we ought to be heading. 

We in the Congress have been ter-
ribly timid and we have been willing to 

·accept a great many economic shibbo
leths that I think are not really appli
cable. We talk as if there is a direct trade 
off between unemployment and inflation. 
In other words, if we were to do some
thing to reduce unemployment by 1 or 2 
percentage points, that would have a 
tremendous impact on our price struc-
ture. · 

I think it is ridiculous to talk in those 
terms at a time when we have got 8.6 per
cent unemployed, and when we have got 
over 8 million people who are looking for 
jobs and cannot find them. We are not 
going to create · labor shortages and a 
tight labor market by putting a few of 
them back to work. 

By the same token it does not make 
any sense to talk about increasing prices 
by increasing consumer purchasing 
power at a time when our industrial 
capacity is being utilized at only about 
three-quarters of capacity. With all that 
slack in the economic system there is a 
great deal more room for economic stim
ulus without creating undue pressures on 
either material or labor that would cause 
price increases. 

I just do not think we have attacked 
this problem nearly aggressively enough. 
Given the circumstances in which we 
find ourselves and given the need of the 
committee and of the country, I think 
it is a pretty good resOlution. I think the 
O'Neill amendment will make it a much 
better resolution than it is. All in all 
though, even with the O'Neill amend
ment, I do not think we can look upon 
our work and say we have done what 
the country needs. because we have not. 

The country needs a great deal more 
than this and I hope somehow or other 
it does not take a lightning bolt knock
ing us off our horses, but somehow I 
~ope we can understand unemployment 
IS more than just a statistic. To the peo
ple who are without jobs it means the 
loss of their homes, it means the loss of 
their self-respect, and it means the loss 
of their dreams. 

We need to have a great deal more 
urgency about this problem than we 
have shown in this resolution or else
where in the Congress, although we have 
shown more than they have shown 
downtown. 

Mr. SHRIVER. Madam Chairman I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman f~m 
Maryland (Mr. BAUMAN). 

Mr. BAUMAN. Madam Chairman I 
take this time only to observe beca~se 
this is a very historic aftern~on, that 
the first reconciliation resolution under 
the Budget Control Act is being consid
ered, and that throughout the entire 
debate I have not observed more than 
30 Members on the floor, and of that 
number 10 perhaps have been members 
of the committee. I think this is very 
regrettable because, as the gentleman 
from Michigan <Mr. O'HARA) has just 
commented, this is a time when Con
gress should show the greatest sense of 
urgency in economic matters. The reso
lution pending before us coveTS every 
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economic aspect of our lives as citizens 
and certainly the lack of interest among 
Members reflects badly on the Congress 
that presently sits in Washington sup
posedly representing the American peo-. 
pie. 

I am not about to lecture my col
leagues or to seek quorum calls this af
ternoon, but it is a sad commentary on 
our legislative process that neither the 
Congress is interested enough, after the 
members of the Budget Committee have 
worked so many long hours on this mat
ter, nor is the press interested enough 
to be here to observe what is going on. 

Mr. SHRIVER. Madam Chairman, I 
rise in opposition to the resolution. 

As a member of the House Budget 
Committee, I voted against the first con
current resolution on the budget for fis
cal year 1976 because it endorsed a Fed
eral budget deficit of some $68.8 billion. 
The second resolution being considered 
today raises this deficit to just under $72 
billion. 

I intend to vote against this resolu
tion. The spending level of $374 billion
more than $1 billion a day-is irrespon
sible and will have serious inflationary 
impact on our economy. This inflation 
affects all Americans, regardless of in
come. This inflation could well negate 
recent improvement in our economy. In
deed, as consumer confidence is under
mined by ever-increasing prices, the up
turn could be only temporary. 

I would remind you that the deficit 
called for in this resolution is probably 
understated. The committee has chosen 
to ignore the impact of subsequent con
gressional action on the administration's 
Middle East supporting assistance pro
posals, which could add billions of dol
lars to spending levels. The resolution 
assumes increased revenues from im
pending tax legislation when the out
look for so-called loophole-closing provi
sions is doubtful. 

When the President proposed to the 
American people that Federal spending 
be cut back so that take-home pay for 
all workers could be increased, he struck 
a very responsive chord. Most of the criti
cism of this plan from majority party 
members in the Congress attacks it as 
being too "political." In other words, the 
President has proposed something the 
voters-and taxpayers-like. What is 
wrong with that? 

There has been more valid criticism 
of the plan based on the fact that tax 
cuts would begin 8 months before spend
ing cuts would be imposed. It is obvious 
that there would be serious inflationary 
problems with that arrangement. 

If the majority of our committee is 
concerned about that, why then did they 
not impose more stringent spending 
cuts in this resolution? Why wait for the 
fiscal year 1977 resolution? And if the 
temporary increase in deficit spending 
inherent in the President's plan is infla
tionary, why is not this $72 billion deficit 
recommended in the resolution just as 
harmful? 

A sizable majority of my constituents
and I believe of all Americans-want. 
the administration and the Congress to 
show some fiscal discipline and to exer
cise restraint in Federal spending. It will 
not be easy nor in all cases politically 
popular. Built-in increases in certain 

"uncontrollable" spending programs will 
have to be controlled. · 

I also serve on the Appropriations 
Committee and on the Labor-Health, 
Education, and Welfare Subcommittee. 
I am well aware of the pressures and gen
uine needs in the human resources and 
income security sectors of the Federal 
budget. In a time of high unemployment 
due to a sluggish economy, these needs 
must receive top priority. 

But while we are straining the Federal 
Treasury in providing basic human needs 
to families of unemployed Americans, 
surely other less critical programs can 
be postponed or canceled. Just as we 
could not provide both guns and butter 
during the war in Vietnam, we cannot 
now provide both butter and champagne. 
Cut out the nonessentials, cut out the 
champagne, until we can better afford 
it. 

No one likes to itemize proposals for 
cutbacks in popular-sounding programs, 
neither the administration nor the Con
gress. So far, we have received no de
tails on how the administration would 
cut $28 billion from the Federal budget. 

We are missing a great opportunity to 
use this new congressional budget ma
chinery-and staff-to propose specific 
alternatives to cut spending. My under
standing of this new committee when I 
became a member was that it would pro
vide a forum or mechanism whereby 
Federal revenues and spending could be 
coordinated-and controlled. So far, 
about all the committee is doing is ob
serving revenues and spending, and that 
is not enough. 

Why not use tfrlis growing staff of the 
House and Senate Budget Committees 
and the Congresional Budget Office to 
come up with plans with which Congress 
could exercise a commitment to halt the 
rise in Federal spending? But first, Con
gress must make that commitment. 

The past record of Congress to accept 
the fiscal responsibility for its spending 
actions is not encouraging. In October 
of 1974 the House with virtually no de
bate accepted an amendment to its rules 
calling for all committee reports on bills 
which entailed spending provisions to 
include "a detailed and analytical state
ment" on the potential inflationary im
pact of the bills. 

I recently asked the Congressional Re
search Service of the Library of Con
gress to review committee reports issued 
since this requirement was imposed. A 
representative survey of such reports 
showed that only 1 out of 55 reports ad
mitted to any inflationary impact, and 
1 other report indica ted there might be 
some impact. The vast majority, while 
including the required statement, either 
denied any inflationary impact or as
serted that any such impact would be 
minimal. 

In adding the requirement for this 
statement to its rules, the House was 
supposedly acknowledging the potential 
inflationary impact of its actions. How
ever, in practice the statement has been 
meaningless. I believe the American peo
ple are fed up with lipservice legislating. 
Put the blame for inflation where it be
longs. 

Madam Chairman, I yield 2 minutes 
to the gentleman from California (Mr. 
ROUSSELOT). 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Madam Chairman, ' 
I thank the gentleman for yielding. 

I would like to direct a question to 
some members of the committee ·who 
wish to respond. We have had a good 
deal of discussion in the past that the 
reason we needed as much deficit spend
ing as we have is because it helps gener
ate employment and stimulate the 
economy. 

I wonder if the committee has had a 
chance to really look at the effective na
ture of Federal expenditures and actu
ally pinpoint those exact areas where 
those expenditures do or do not actu
ally generate employment. 

Mr. DERRICK. Madam Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I yield to the gen
tleman from South Carolina. 

Mr. DERRICK. I will say to the gen
tleman from California (Mr. RoussE
LOT), this is the way to put it. When we 
had a tax cut last year and the money 
went back in the form of checks of $100 
and $200 back to the citizens and our 
constituents, they took them down to the 
store and they spent them with the local 
merchant and the local merchant's 
stock became depleted and because of 
that he had to order from the mill and 
when he ordered from the mill the in
ventory in the mill became depleted, and 
because of that the industrialist had to 
start rehiring and as he rehired and peo
ple went back to work, that put more 
money in the economy and that went 
back to the merchants and it started a 
cycle. 

It is my considered opinion that this 
had a great deal to do with the recovery 
that we are now enjoying. 

I might add that we would probably 
be enjoying a greater recovery had the 
Chairman of the Federal Reserve System 
not taken it upon himself to substitute 
his judgment for the judgment of Con
gress in his monetary policies to offset 
that which the Congress had done. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I appreciate my col
league's response. I understand the effect 
which is produced by a reduction in the 
imposition of a tax on people and how 
that is beneficial. 

Mr. DERRICK. Of course, this gener
ates additional revenue. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. And the people who 
benefit by those reductions tend to re
spond by maybe spending that in other 
ways, primarily in the private market 
system or maybe by saving; so I clearly 
understand that point. 

Of course, the gentleman may or may 
not know, we have to take another look 
at the entire range of personal income 
tax laws. I would prefer to repeal it en
tirely. Not many agree with me, but I 
have seen changes in this House before, 
so hope springs eternally. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. (Miss 
JoRDAN). The time of the gentleman 
from California has expired. 

Mr. SHRIVER. Madam Chairman, I 
yield the gentleman from California an 
additional 3 minutes. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Madam Chairman, 
I am fully aware that a reduction in 
taxes provides a very beneficial result. 
I clearly do not argue with that point at 
all and will support such cuts, assuming 
there is also an actual attempt to reduce 
expenditures. 
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The question I am asking is how much 

time the committee had to look into the 
issue of whether, in fact, Federal ex
penditures in one area or another actu
ally generates employment. 

Mr. DERRICK. Madam Chairman, we 
had substantial testimony before the 
committee on this as to the jobs program 
and the Federal works program. I think 
it was generally concluded that it does, 
yes, from the comments there. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Was there any spe
cial determination to find where Federal 
expenditures have had the biggest im
pact in producing real long-range jobs? 

Mr. DERRICK. I am not positive about 
this, but it was probably the jobs pro
gram and the tax cut and the public 
works program, in that order. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Was there no spe
cifics about job creation in the field of 
defense? 

Mr. DERRICK. Yes, of course, they do 
create jobs. The gentleman's colleague 
just suggested that is how we got out of 
the Depression in the 1930's was through 
defense contracts, so obviously that 
works. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I think my col
league, the gentleman from Ohio (Mr. 
LATTA) said it was clear in that time 
frame of the 1930's the thing that took 
us out from under the heavy level of high 
unemployment was, in fact, the gearing 
up for the war of 1940. The point was 
that at no time during the 1930's until 
we got into the war in the 1940's had 
the high levels of deficit financing really 
reduced the high levels of unemploy
ment. The facts and figures in that 
period of history will support that state
ment by Mr. LATTA. 

My point was that I wondered if the 
committee-because one of the main 
proclamations of the committee report 
by the majority, not necessarily the mi
nority, is that heavy levels of Federal 
expenditures in given areas tend to pro
duce or generate more jobs than in oth
ers. I wondered if the committee gave any 
kind of priority study to that subject in 
its deliberations. 

Mr. DERRICK. Let me say that I do 
not think as a practical matter the Fed
eral Government had the tools to work 
with in the thirties that it does now. 

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. Madam 
Chairman, will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I yield to the gen
tleman from Maryland. 

Mr. :MITCHELL of Maryland. Madam 
Chairman, I know of the gentleman's 
desire to be comprehensive in obtaining 
knowledge, and I certainly do not want 
to give him piecemeal information here 
today. Let me assure him that I called 
for a staff study which was reviewed by 
other members of the Budget Committee, 
which dealt specifically with this ques
tion of the triggering effect on creating 
jobs. I would like to submit that to the 
gentleman tomorrow rather than deal 
with it piecemeal, if that would be sat
isfactory. 

What I would do today would be merely 
to give the gentleman pieces from recol
tion, but I think he deserves a full, com
prehensive report on what we consider 
to be the triggering impact of Federal 
jobs, and I will be delighted to suhmit it 
to his office I a ter on today. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I appreciate ·my 
colleague's comment. The reason I asked 
the question is because much of the em
phasis on the "need for deficit financing 
by the Federal Government" when we 
debated this resolution in May was be
cause of the importance of the Federal 
Government placing its resources where 
such expenditures will result in job crea
tion situation. Now, my suggestion has 
been on the basis of current exPerience 
that heavy amounts of deficit financing 
do not produce that many permanent 
jobs. 

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. I am to
tally sympathetic with my colleague's 
concern. I merely want to reemphasize 
that tomorrow, during the course of the 
markup of the bill, prior to that time I 
personally would like to submit that re
port to the gentleman. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I appreciate my col
league's comment. Did the committee as 
a whole, referring to the staff study the 
gentleman requested, was it submitted 
to the entire committee? 

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. The en
tire membership of the House Budget 
Committee had the benefit of analysis 
of that staff report. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I thank my col
league. 

Mr. GffiBONS. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from 
illinois (Mr. PRICE) , chairman of the 
Committee on Armed Services. 

Mr. PRICE. Madam Chairman, as 
chairman of the Armed Services Com
mittee, I believe it important that I make 
a few observations concerning this con
current resolution on the budget for fis
cal year 1976 and the implications it may 
have in respect to our national security. 

At the outset, let me emphasize that 
my remarks and observations are not in
tended to be critical of the Budget Com
mittee, its chairman, or any of its dis
tinguished members. They have labored 
long and diligently on a problem more 
complex than most people realize. No one 
questions the need for a congressional 
reconciliation of our total budgetary 
process as it applies to the Federal Gov
ernment. It is something that has been 
long overdue and needs to be done. How
ever, in the process of developing this 
procedure for the Congress we may have 
inadvertently created problems that need 
correction. 

Pages 16 and 17 of House Report 94-
608, on House Concurrent Resolution 466, 
deals with national defense. That sub
ject, involving approximately $100 bil
lion in budget authority and $91 bil
lion in budget outlays for fiscal year 
1976, is discussed in less than 2 pages 
of the committee report. 

The report points out that the Budget 
Committee has recommended a secor.~d 
concurrent resolution which incorporates 
a further reduction in budget authority 
for the Department of Defense for fiscal 
year 1976 in excess of $1 billion and an 
increase in outlays in excess of one-half 
billion dollars. This change is in addi
tion to that recommended in the first 
target resolution. The total reduction in 
Defense functions in budget authority
BA-is in excess of $8.2 billion, by my 
calculations. However, despite this sub
stantial net reduction in the Depart-

ment's spending authority, there is no 
genuinely comprehensive explanation of 
how this figure was arrived at and what 
rationale was used to achieve it. 

For example, in this second resolution, 
the committee has assessed a new reduc
tion of $1.657 billion in budget authority 
and $1.628 billion in budget outlays 
against the pay increase supplemental. 
Brieft.y, in explanation, the committee 
states that the first budget resolution 
recommended by the committee included 
$2.9 billion in budget authority and $2.9 
billion in outlays to fund an 8.66 percent 
pay raise for civilian and military em
ployees of the Department of Defense. 
Therefore, with the imposition of the 5-
percent pay ceiling these amounts in the 
first budget resolution could be reduced 
by $857 million in budget authority and 
$866 million in outlays without presum
ably adversely affecting the Department. 
Furthermore, the committee recom
mends that 50 percent of the balance of 
the pay increase for fiscal year 1976 can 
be absorbed by the Department through 
"improved productivity and better man
agement practices." This action would 
then have the further effect of reducing 
the amounts in the first budget resolu
tion by $800 million in budget authority 
and $762 million in outlays. The result 
of this single change is a reduction of 
$1.7 billion in budget authority and $1.6 
billion in outlays from the first resolu
tion. 

Now, I do not intend to challenge the 
committee on the original assumptions 
it may ha-Ve made in the first budget 
resolution regarding the spending totals 
it recommended for the Department of 
Defense despite the fact that I seriously 
question the propriety and accuracy of 
some of these assumptions. I can not 
question these assumptions, because 
there was no detailed explanation in the 
report on the first resolution as to 
where these reductions were made and 
how they were reached. However, these 
circumstances do cause me to reflect for 
a moment when I now read that the first 
resolution included the total amount for 
the pay increase and therefore, on the 
basis of the rationale just discussed, this 
item can now be reduced by almost $1.7 
billion. 

Let us for a moment consider the im
pact of this massive reduction in budget 
authority and outlays in this single item. 
Let us also assume for purposes of dis
cussion that $857 million of this reduc
tion can in fact be saved by virtue of the 
5-percent pay ceiling. Nonetheless, the 
Department of Defense is confronted 
with the prospect of absorbing the bal
ance of this massive reduction, $762 mil
lion in outlays in the next 7 months re
maining in this fiscal year. 

The Department can achieve these re
ductions in outlays by either reducing 
spending in its contracts or by reduc
ing its payroll. 

I am advised by DOD that this reduc
tion in outlays cannot realistically be 
taken out of contracts since the spending 
impact would only be 10 or 20 cents for 
each dollar cutback in contracts. There
fore, the reduction must in fact be made 
in payroll costs where the outlay figure 
is almost identical with the budget au
thority reduction. 
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I will not attempt to outline the drastic 
reductions in enlistments or civilian em
ployment that would be required by the 
Department in the next 7 months to 
achieve this payroll saving of approxi
mately $800 million. However, the De
partment has advised that if recruiting 
were entirely frozen on December 1, 
1975, we would have 378,000 less people 
on the rolls next June 30 and we would 
save about $2,100 in pay and allowances 
for each of these people. Thus, a total 
freeze on recruiting would mean a drop 
o.f 378,000 in defense employment, mili
tary and civil service, by June 30, 1976, 
and it would then amount to the budget 
saving now recommended in the second 
budget resolution . . 

Presumably, this concern would be 
answered by the proponents of this re
duction in budget authority by pointing 
out that the committee recommends that 
50 percent of the pay increase be ab
sorbed "through improved productivity 
and better management practices." This, 
as charitably as I can say it, is wishful 
thinking of the highest order. The De
par tment advises me that despite state
ments to the contrary, it cannot real
istically absorb more than 15 percent of 

this proposed pay increase without either 
taking drastic action to reduce the num
ber of personnel on the Department's 
payrolls, or in the alternative, request a 
supplemental appropriation to meet the 
budget requirement. 

You know, and I know, what this 
means. Since it is inconceivable that we 
would stop recruiting-the alternative is 
a requirement for a budget supplement 
not included in this resolution. 

I know that in the past the Depart
ment has played games with the Con
gress in respect to budget figures. This 
certainly has reduced the credibility of 
the executive branch proposed budget, 
but I think it equally questionable when 
we in the Congress in an effort to estab
lish a proposed congressional budget rec
ommendation also engage in question
able practices in respect to our budget 
recommendations. 

In my view, we must be like Caesar's 
wife in setting forth our budget recom
mendations. We must make them both 
understandable and persuasive for if we 
do not, our budget recommendation will 
be viewed as nothing more than political 
gamesmanship, and the credibility of our 
effort in the Congress to provide an 

honest and forthright budget allocation 
of our national resources will have been 
destroyed. · 

In summary, I urge that the budget 
resolution recommendation of the Budget 
Committee next year identify the man
ner in which the total figure for Defense 
functions had been obtained. It will then 
permit both the opponents and sup
porters of defense to discuss the proposed 
congressional ceiling with understand
ing and awareness of the implications of 
our actions on national security. 

I would also hope that whatever ac
tion is taken by this body will not pre
clude the Budget Committee from ac
cepting some increases in the defense 
function recommended by the Senate de
spite the apparent inflexibility of the 
budget figure now recommended in this 
resolution. 

In the interest of attempting to give 
the Members of this body a better under
standing of the total defense budget, 
and the actions recommended by the 
Budget Committee, I will include appro
priate tables reflecting Armed Services 
Committee staff efforts to understand the 
actions recommended by the Budget 
Committee. 

NATIONAL DEFENSE BUDGET AUTHORITY, FISCAL YEAR 1976 

[In millions of dollars] 

Request 
after-pay 

Request 
after-pay 

Request, 
as 

amended 

Pay and and Potential Request , 
as 

amended 

Pay and and Potential 
receipt receipt reduc-

changes changes tions 
Potentia 

total 
receipt receipt reduc-

cha nges changes tions 
Potential 

total 

DOD Appropriation Actt ____ ___ ______ _ $97,695 -- - --- --- -
Military construction/family housing___ _ 4, 109 ---- - -- -- -
Civil defense_- -- ----- - -------- -- ---- 88 ---- -- ----
Military assistance _- ----- - ------- ---- 1, 380 - - - - ----- -
Oct. 1, 1975, pay raise (5 percent)___ __ _ 1, 170 -$37 
Fiscal year 1976 wage boards _______ __ _ 62 +418 
Retired pay CPI's ___ ____ _______ __________ _____ _ +470 
Inventory replenishment fund. _______ _ 300 ----- -- -- -
Naval petroleum reserves__ _______ ____ 122 - - ------- -
Other legislation________ _________ _____ 142 ---- -- - ---

Military sales trust fund___ ___ ___ __ ____ $2, 131 - --------- $2,131 -- -- -- -- -- $2,131 
MAP offsetting receipts_ ___ _____ ____ __ -213 ------ --- - -213 ---- --- --- -213 

Net DOD/MAP concepts__ ____ ___ 1, 334 +$469 1, 803 --------- - 1, 803 

Totai,DOD/MAP ___ _____ ___ ____ 106,401 +1,320 107,721 -$10,098 97,623 

ERDA, etc., congressionaL____ ______ __ 2, 021 ---- -- ---- 2, 021 -61 1, 960 
Stockpile sales_ ___ ______ ___ ___ ___ ___ _ -620 +620 --- - -------------- ---- - - ---- --
Other receipts_ __ __ ______ _____ __ ______ -3 ---------- -3 ----- ----- -3 

$97,695 -$7, 476 $90, 219 
4, 109 -590 3, 519 

88 -3 85 
1, 380 -667 713 
1• 133 } -807 806 480 

470 -- ------- - 470 
300 -300 - - -- ---- --
122 -122 --------- -
142 -133 9 

Total, contingencies_____ ___ ___ __ 1, 796 +851 2, 647 -1,362 1, 285 
Total, DOD/MAP congressionaL. 105,068 +851 105, 919 -10, 098 95,281 

Net, ERDA and other__________ __ 1, 398 +620 2, 018 -61 1, 957 
Total, National defense __________ J 107,799 +1, 940 109,739 -10, 159 99, 580 

Petroleum reserve receipts__ __ ______ __ -469 +469 - -- --- - -- - -- --- ----- ----------
Trust funds and other receipts, net_ ____ -115 --- -- --- - - -115 ---- -- -- - - -115 

DOD trust funds and receipts, net__ -584 +469 -115 - --- -- ---- -115 

t House Appropriation Report also addresses $163,000,000 to liquidate obligations pursuant to 
prior contract authority, which is not budget authority. 

I Includes $60,000,000 for Strike Cruiser, and $39,000,000 for Public Works (ERDA). 

Mr. ADAMS. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
South Carolina <Mr. DERRICK), a mem
ber of the committee. 

Mr. DERRICK. Madam Chairman, this 
document before us is not a perfect doc
ument, but it does do one important 
thing: It presents us with a perfect op
portunity to do what we think we should. 
The Congress of these United States dur
ing our 200-year history has made a 
number of attempts toward getting a 
handle on Government spending. One of 
the most serious attempts was made in, 
I think, about 1912, and another impor
tant attempt was made some 30 years 
ago. I do not wish to overstate my posi
tion, but I think this could well be one 
of the most important votes in th1s 
session, because this is going to give the 
Congress an opportunity once and for 
all to have an overview and to get a 
handle on congressional spending. 

It is a very difficult job. It comes at a 
very difficult time, a time in which we 

have a substantial budget, coupled with 
poor economic circumstances, but I be
lieve that the Congress is up to it. 

I hear Members talk about the deficit 
and that we ought to balance the budget. · 
I am certainly for balancing the budget, 
and I am sure that every Member of this 
body is for balancing the budget. 

However, we had the distinguished 
·Secretary of the Treasury before our 
committee some time ago, and he made a 
presentation very similar to that which 
the gentleman from Ohio <Mr. LATTA) 

made, an excellent presentation about 
balancing the budget and rearranging 
priorities. 

When he was through, I said, "Mr. 
Secretary, would you give me a shopping 
list of some $80 billion that it would take 
to balance this budget?" 

He said to me, "Mr. Derrick, it cannot 
be done, because· once you start that, you 
get pressure here and you get pressure 
there." 

I said to him, "Mr. Secretary, what is 
the alternative?" 

He said, "Cut it across the board." 
I say to the Secretary and I say to the 

gentleman from Ohio <Mr. LATTA) that I 
know they do not mean to cut the De
fense Department 20 percent, and we 
could go on down the line. 

Therefore, this is an opportunity to 
take an affirmative step. The answer to 
balancing the budget and the answer to 
getting this country back on the finan
cial road is to get our industry humming. 
That industry is now at 65 or 75 per
cent of its capacity. We should get it 
humming again to get people back to 
worl:C. 

Every time the unemployment rate 
rises by 1 percentage point, the Federal 
Government loses some $13.5 billion in 
revenue, and must increase expenditures 
on programs such as unemployment 
compensation by about $2.5 billion. 

This is the answer to balancing the 
budget. We have before ua an oppor-
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tunity, I think, that no Congress has had 
before, and that is to have a congres
sional budget that means something and 
that this Congress can live with in years 
to come. 

Yes, I think that maybe one of these 
days we can achieve a balanced budget, 
but the important thing to the people of 
this country should be that there is a 
committee and a very distinguished 
chairman that are working so very hard 
to once again get a handle on Federal 
spending. 

As all of us know, some 71 percent of 
the budget falls into the area of uncoo
trollables, not strictly uncontrollables, 
but uncontrollables in the statutory 
sense. Now, therefore, we have our op
portwrlty. It is an opportunity that is 
unique. 

As much as I detest a $72 or $73 bil
lion budget deficit, I do not think that 
we can allow this deficit to trip us up. 

Madam Chairman, I do not think that 
we can allow this deficit and these other 
considerations of an imperfect document 
that does not stimulate the economy as 
much as some would wish and does more 
than others would wish, to trip us up so 
that we will forget about what the Budg
et Act was originally created for, and 
that is to bring soundness and sensi
bility and long-range planning to the 
fiscal policies of this Government. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. Madam Chairman, 
will the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DERRICK. Yes, I yield to the gen
tleman from California. 

Mr. ROUSSELOT. I appreciate my col
league's yielding. 

Part of the problem is that we con
stantly tell ourselves, over and over 
again, that certain items are, in fact, un
controllable, and, therefore, we cannot 
really "look at those" because we have 
appropriated, say, for things like social 
security. I clearly understand that, but 
are we not really ·approaching the kind 
of situation that New York City is facing 
now because they refused to address 
themselves to the constant problem of 
spending more than they had, and have 
not really attacked those so-called un
controllable expenses? 

Mr. DERRICK. Of course, let me say 
that New York City should serve as a 
caution light to the Federal Government. 
I agree with the gentleman, but, let me 
say this: I think that the Budget Com
mittee is doing exactly what the gentle
man is advocating, they are addressing 
themselves to the situation. But what we 
must remember is that we cannot turn 
the situation around in a matter of a few 
months or even a year or two. It is going 
to take sonie time or certainly the shock 
would be more than our Nation could 
stand. 

Mr. LEVITAS. Madam Chairman, will 
the gentleman yield? 

Mr. DERRICK. I yield to the gentle
man from Georgia. 

Mr. LEVITAS. Madam Chairman, the 
gentleman from South Carolina has re
ferred to the uncontrollables in the 
budget and I think the gentleman used 
a :figure of about 70 percent. The gen
tleman from Califomia has pointed out 
that this is really the heart of the prob
lem. How does the gentleman from South 
Carolina, a distinguished member of the 

Committee on the Budget feel about the 
concept and the proposition that this 
Congress needs to go to a system of a 
zero-based budget in the future where 
each program will be evaluated and de
termined on an annual basis or a bian
nual basis to determine the need of the 
program and whether the funds estab
lished for it are needed? 

Mr. DERRICK. Madam Chairman, let 
me say to my colleague the gentleman 
from Georgia that insofar as the matter 
of uncontrollables are concerned, that 
the Congress can undo anything that it 
has done and regain control. I think a 
zero-based budget is certainly an ad
mirable goal but I think as a practical 
matter that there will have to be an ex
tensive reorganization of this body and 
the apportionment of its resources and 
its time before a zero-based budget could 
in fact become a practical reality just 
as a matter of time. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen
tleman has expired. 

Mr. ADAMS. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 3 minutes to the gentleman from 
California (Mr. LEGGETT). 

Mr. LEGGETT. The first budget reso
lution provided $3.9 billion in BA to 
finance an 8.66-percent pay increase for 
Federal military and civilian employees. 
It did not assume any savings resulting 
from increases in productivity and more 
effective management. 

Subsequently, the Congress limited the 
pay increase to 5 percent for salaried 
workers and military personnel. As a re
sult of this action, funds needed to 
finance the pay increase were reduced 
from $3.9 to $2.7 billion in BA. 

The second resolution further reduces 
these funds by $1.1 billion in BA to re
flect a savings of 50 percent of the cost
of-living increase for all Federal em
ployees to be achieved through increased 
productivity and better management 
practices. In 1974, approximately 18 per
cent of increased pay costs were absorbed 
in this manner; in 1975, 26 percent. 

The 50-percent absorption is another 
way of stating that 2% percent of all 
Federal salaries and wages can be ab
sorbed through better management. This 
belief is supported by a recent GAO study 
covering 48 agencies and 65 percent of 
all civilian workers for the last 7 years. 
The study indicates that productivity in 
civilian agencies has on the average in
creased by 2.3 percent a year. The resolu
tion assumes little more than a continu
ation of this progress. 

The second resolution provides $1.6 
billion in BA to finance the 5-percent 
cost-of -living increase. 

Madam Chairman, I believe the state
ment made by the chairman of the full 
Committee on Armed Services the gentle
man from Illinois <Mr. PRICE) requires 
some reply. The gentleman has laid down 
a rather formidable challenge to the 
Budget Committee on how we could pro
vide for a viable national defense. The 
gentleman has taken supplementing and 
waiving points of order in the picture, 
and still accomplish this 50 percent ab
sorption and essentially the statement 
that I have prepared here explains the 
theory of the Budget Committee in this 
regard. 

Mr. PRICE. Madam Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. LEGGETT. Certainly. 
Mr. PRICE. Madam Chairman, in the 

first place the gentleman from Illinois 
laid down no such challenge. The gen
tleman from illinois mainly stated his 
observation about the matter of budget
ing for the Department of Defense. 

The gentleman from illinois has been 
a supporter of the Budget Committee 
ever since it was thought of, has sup
ported it completely and will continue to 
do so, but he believes they would have 
extreme difficulty in the area of national 
security. 

Mr. LEGGETT. Madam Chairman, I 
appreciate the gentleman's restatement 
of my statement of his position and I 
am concerned as to how we absorb ·50 
percent in our department. It was the 
target of the chairman of the full com
mitee that maybe we ought to target for 
100 percent absorption. Many of us 
thought this was an idealistic approach. 
But I think we have to recognize that 
we have had some success in the pro
gram of absorption in the past. 

I would particularly point up that in 
1974 we did not absorb in all Federal 
employees and in military 50 percent, but 
at the urging of the OMB and of the 
Committee on Appropriations, we ab
sorbed 18 percent. In 1975, again at the 
urging of the Committee on Appropria
tions and the OMB, 26 percent was ab
sorbed. So we are getting better. 

It was the idea, I believe, in setting 
up this Budget Committee that we should 
attempt to try to improve our efficiency 
as time went on. 

In addition, the committee is cognizant 
of a study made by the GAO where they 
recently studied the actions of some 48 
agencies, and 65 percent of all civilian 
workers for the past 7 years, and the 
study revealed that approximately 2.3 
percent per year was gained on the aver
age in efficiency. Unfortunately, that was 
all eaten up, as I understand it, by intla
tion. But it does show that we can be 
more productive as time goes by. 

If we do reach that millennium where 
we can again move ahead with the 2%
percent increase in efficiency and pro
ductivity, 2% percent efficient in pro
ductivity equals about the $1.1 billion 
that we are attempting to save in this 
budget resolution, so I think this is all 
within the realm of the possible. If it is 
not, certainly those of us who are on the 
Budget Committee who are conscious of 
the need for a viable national defense are 
prepared to amend the numbers and seek 
whatever exceptions are necessary to ac
complish the desired objectives. 

It seems a little bit idealistic. I think 
that the formal statement that I have 
that I will submit in lieu of my extem
poraneous presentation will more partic
ularly set forth what I have in mind. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman has expired. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Madam 
Chairman, I yield 3 minutes to the gen
tleman from Ohio <Mr. WYLIE). 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Ohio (Mr. WYLIE). · 

Mr. ·wYLIE. I thank the gentleman for 
yielding. 

Madam Chairman, I want to commend 
the Budget Committee for the tireless 
efforts in a difficult arena and the work it 
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has done in attempting to establish 
spending ceiling limit. I would say on 
the positive side that there are indica
tions that for the first time in years 
Congress is finally trying . to get a firm 
grip on a fiscal policy and review it in a 
logical manner. I applaud the fixing of 
the ceiling, but at the same time I think 
it is too high. 

Additionally, I would like, for one, 
to see us adopt a formal categorical 
limitations budget so that each Member 
of this body could express his own will 
and so the body as a whole could express 
its will on specific programs through the 
budget process. I, for one, felt that was 
the original intent of Congress when 
legislation was passed establishing a 
Budget Committee. It would take time, 
but it seems to me as if it would be 
worth it. Instead of working on an 
18-line resolution, I think we should 
consider the en tire budget as a package 
and pick and choose our priorities. Only 
by that process will we, it seems to me, 
make some sense out of the entire budget 
process. 

I thank the gentleman for yielding to 
J;Ile. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Madam 
Chairman, I yield myself 5 minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
Chair recognizes the gentleman from 
Colorado for 5 minutes. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Madam 
Chairman, I take this time because I 
would like to get into the RECORD some 
.figures from the chairman of the com
mittee, if I might, if he has them, be
cause I think the consequences of this 
continuous process of enormous deficits 
must be faced. We keep talking of the 
problems of trying to find places to cut. 
When we do that, we do not face up, per
haps, to the consequences of not making 
these kinds of decisions. 

So I would like to ask the gentleman 
is it not true that although the deficit is 
projected to be $72 billion, the actual in
crease in the amount of debt that will 
be incurred is approximately $87 billion 
for fiscal year 1976? 

Mr. ADAMS. I am sorry, but would the 
gentleman repeat that? 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I say 
actually is not the amount of the debt 
that will be incurred in the United States 
going to be approximately $87 billion? 
Are we not going to have about $14 or 
$15 billion debt that will be incurred in 
addition to the deficit? 

Mr. ADAMS. If the gentleman is 
referring to the off-budget agencies, 
that is correct. The $620 billion debt 
.figure that we have included in the 
resolution accounts for the deficits in
crease from last year's debt :figure plus 
the amount of off-budget agency debt 
that has been incurred or will be in
curred this year. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I under
stand that, but we are talking about 
nearly $87 billion rather than $72 bil
lion if we are talking about any other 
kind of accounting system other than 
the Fegeral Government's. That is what 
I am informed by members of the gen
tleman's staff and also by the Com
mittee on Appropriations and staff, so I 
just wanted to get that into the RECORD. 

Mr. ADAMS. Yes. The gentleman is 
talking about debt increases this year. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Yes. 
Mr. ADAMS. That is correct. The 

budget is increased by that much. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Can the 

gentleman say how much the budget in
crease is which will be incurred for 1976 
plus the transition period, in other words 
from the first of July of this year through 
the first of October 1976? Will it not ap
proximate, just to ease the gentleman's 
problem, $120 billion? 

Mr. ADAMS. That figure is not correct. 
The reason I am hesitating is that we are 
dealing only with the fiscal year 1976 and 
have not focused on the transitional pe
riod. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I see. Will 
not the total figure of the debt increase 
from the first of July 1975 through the 
first of October 1976 approximate $120 
billion? We are going to have $87 billion 
for fiscal year 1976 and then an addi
tional 3 months at approximately the 
same rate, so we are talking about ap
proximately $120 billion during that 15-
month period. 

Mr. ADAMS. We have not analyzed it 
but the current services budget indicates 
there would be an increase of about one
quarter through the transition period. 
The correct figure would be about $100 
billion. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. All right. 
Will the gentleman tell me how much of 
that $100 billion, which the Government 
has to raise some place, how much tra
ditionally has been raised through Treas
ury borrowing and how much through 
expansion of the money supply, on tra
ditional percentage figures? 

Mr. ADAMS. It all comes through 
Treasury borrowing. The growth in the 
money supply simply makes it easier to 
accommodate that borrowing by making 
greater reserves available to banks and 
through them to individuals who lend to 
the Government. The total amount of 
the borrowing is the debt figure. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I am in
formed traditionally we have financed 
our deficit, our debt, by about 60 percent 
borrowing through the Treasury and 
then approximately 40 percent of the 
debt is financed through the Federal 
Reserve operations. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen
tleman from Colorado has expired. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Madam 
Chairman, I yield myself 2 additional 
minutes. 

The CHAmMAN. The gentleman from 
Colorado will be recognized for 2 addi
tional minutes. 

Mr. ADAMS. The Federal Reserve Sys
tem held, at the end of 1974, about 16 
percent of the debt. In recent years the 
debt has not been monetized directly by 
the Fed. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I under
stand that. It is not borrowing from the 
public. 

Mr. ADAMS. That is correct. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. How much 

of the monetizing that the gentleman is 
referring to comes from general opera
tions of the Fed rather than borrowing? 

Mr. ADAMS. It depends upon what the 
Federal Reserve does in any particular 
year. Last year, for example, our figures 
indicate that about 9 percent of the in
crease in total debt was purchased by 
the Fed. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. And the 
year before, does the gentleman know? 

Mr. ADAMS. About 40 percent. 
Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Is there 

any projection how much of this $100 
to $120 billion of the debt increase will 
be financed by the Treasury or how much 
by the Federal Reserve Board? 

Mr. ADAMS. There are no official pro
jections available from the Fed or the 
Treasury. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Is there 
any relation between the inflation rate 
and the amount of money that is gen
era ted through the Federal Reserve 
Board's operation? 

Mr. ADAMS. If we have a growth in 
the money supply substantially greater 
than the demand for goods, we can then 
have inflation occurring simply because 
there are more dollars than there is out
put. That generally has not been the 
case in the United States in recent years. 

On the other hand, if the money sup
ply is too tight, the demand for money 
will be greater than the amount avail
able, and interest rates will rise. We are 
not, as I think the gentleman is imply
ing, running the printing presses as was 
done in the Weimar Republic in Ger
many in the 1920's. The rate of growth 
of the money supply this year is going 
to be between 5% and 7 percent, which 
is not matching the growth in GNP that 
many economists project. 

The CHAmMAN pro tempore (Miss 
JoRDAN). The time of the gentleman 
from Colorado has expired . 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Madam 
Chairman, I yield myself 2 additional 
minutes. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman from Colorado is recognized 
for 2 additional minutes. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Madam 
Chairman, my understanding is that 
generally the economists relate the ex
pansion of money supply directly to the 
inflation rate. Does the gentleman ac- · 
cept that? · 

Mr. ADAMS. No. I do not accept that 
theory. If the increase in the money sup
ply is far beyond the needs of the econ
omy, then inflation will result. But 
that has not been true in the United 
States in recent years. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. The gen
tleman says on page 3-not the gentle
man, but the committee, in paragraph 2: 

(2) inflation must not return to high 
levels, dampening the consumer and busi
ness confidence essential to continued re
covery; 

(3) monetary policy must ease sufficiently 
to accommodate the continued expansion; 

It seems to me those are two in con
sistent premises. It seems to me also that 
we are not facing up to the problem of 
raising this $100 to $120 billion over this 
15-month period and the committee has 
not addressed itself to the .consequences 
of doing this. I would hope that some 
time during the course of debate the 
members of the committee would address 
themselves to this particular problem, 
because that is really what is concerning 
those of us who recognize the problem of 
unemployment and who recognize the 
problem of making the cuts. 

But is the consequence of raising this 
additional money going t() be worse than 
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facing up to the real problem of trying 
to find places to make our cuts? 

Mr. ADAMS. We discussed this with 
Treasury representatives, particularly 
Treasury Secretary Simon, and a num
ber a independent economists recently. 
They were of the opinion that a deficit 
·figure in the range of $70 to $75 billion 
could be accommodated in the private 
market without crowding out the private 
borrowers, because of the slack in de
mand in the private market due to reces
sion. 

Then in recent testimony before the 
Senate Budget Committee, there was 
some indication that the Treasury and 
the Office of Management and Budget 
supported an additional tax .cut, which 
would add about $5 billion to the deficit, 
and also a $100 billion energy develop
ment program, both of which it was said 
could be accommodated. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
time of the gentleman for Colorado has 
again expired. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Madam 
Chairman, I yield myself 1 additional 
minute. 

The CHAIRMAN pro tempore. The 
gentleman from Colorado is recognized 
for an additional 1 minute. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Madam 
Chairman, the gentleman from Wash
ington has not yet given us an idea as to 
the gentleman's estimate of the contin
gency items that may well be in this. 

Mr. ADAMS. The contingency items 
are contained in an amendment to be 
offered tomorrow. These will involve 
about $2.1 billion in budget authority for 
Sinai; $5 billion for TVA loans; and ap
proximately $1.433 billion in budget au
thority to cover jobs and education pro
grams. 

The largest contingency, of course, is 
the Sinai agreement. 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen
tleman from Colorado has again expired. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. Madam 
Chairman, I yield myself 1 additional 
minute. 

The CHAffiMAN. The gentleman from 
Colorado is recognized for 1 additional 
minute. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. What 
about New York? 

Mr. ADAMS. There is nothing in this 
resolution for New York. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. So, we 
have the $87 billion we talked about, the 
$5 billion, the $2 billion, and $1 billion 
would be the total amount of the debt in
crease we are talking about for 1976? 

Mr. ADAMS. This is the maximum 
possible. Much of it will not be spent 
this year. For example, TV A borrowing 1s 
over several years. 

Mr. JOHNSON of Colorado. I thank 
the gentleman. 

Mr. ADAMS. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 5 minutes to the gentleman from 
Georgia (Mr. LEVITAS). 

Mr. LEVITAS. Madam Chairman, I 
thank the distinguished chairman of the 
Budget Committee for yielding time to 
me. Since I am not a member of the 
committee, .I would first of all like to say 
how much I and most other Members 
of this body appreciate the hard effort, 
the prodigious work which the chairman 
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and the members of his committee have 
put in, in bringing to the floor this truly 
remarkable and historic document. As 
the gentleman from South Carolina 
earlier pointed out in his remarks, the 
ultimate significance of this document 
is the fact that it is a definite effort on 
the part of the Congress to regain con
trol over the spending processes of our 
Government and to estab!ish-I want to 
reemphasize this-to establish limits in 
advance on how much we spend and how 
deeply we permit this country to go into 
debt, and to attempt to reverse the tradi
tional process in which debt was incurred 
and spending was made without limit 
and without regard to previous spend
ing actions, so that no priorities could 
be assigned within pre-set, strict limits 
on Federal spending. 

Madam Chairman, on the first con
current resolution which came before us, 
I found myself constrained to vote 
against it in the last analysis because I 
felt that the spending and deficit levels 
were too high at that time. I shall spend 
the day tomorrow listening to the 
amendments and to the rest of this de
bate in order to find it possible, if I can, 
to vote for this resolution, because I 
think it would be a failure of massive 
significance if the Congress is unable to 
adopt a budget resolution that is a mean
ingful and good budget resolution and 
live within those constraints. 

For the first time in our history, the 
Congress is finally meeting head-on one 
of the most fundamental and most im
portant responsibilities conferred on it 
under the Constitution-the power to 
control the Nation's budget. 

Although it is a power which has a 
visible and tangible impact on the lives 
of all Americans, Congress has, for too 
long exercised this power with blinders, 
seeing only what could be done with 
the money spent, and never facing the 
unpleasant specter of what money was 
actually available. There is no limit to 
the number of socially beneficial pro
grams a generous heart can find. But 
there is a definite limit to what money 
lis available to fund these programs. 
When the former exceeds the latter, you 
have a deficit, a debt created for us, 
our children, and our children's children. 

In fairness, it must be said that under 
the old budgetary process, it was not dif
ficult to ignore realities and create and 
fund programs without ever being made 
aware of the consequences. Indeed, the 
whole process militated against anyone 
having a general overview of what was 
being taken in and being spent. The Fed
eral budget has customarily been dealt 
with in a fragmentary and piecemeal 
way. Numerous spending authorizations, 
major appropriation bills, supplemental 
appropriation bills, and various tax 
measures were passed at different times 
throughout the year. No one knew what 
was being done in the aggregate until it 
had been done. If anyone wanted to 
escape responsibility or what he had 
done, the process made it easy. Over the 
years, the Congress spent trillions of 
dollars, creating programs and passing 
appropriation bills without regard for 
the total impact of those actions until 
the end of the year. The result was a 

deficit, whose amount was unforeseen, 
and the necessity to borrow, adding to 
the national debt. 

Last year we brought sanity and rea
sonableness to this process with the pas
sage of the Anti-Impoundment and 
Budget Control Act, perhaps one of the 
single most important changes in the 
operation of the Congress in this cen
tury. We have adopted the obvious, but 
previously untried approach of estab
lishing Budget Committees in each house 
of Congress and charging them with the 
responsibility of determining what the 
Government predictable income will be 
and recommending a specific limit to be 
placed on total spending in view of this 
expected income. The entire budget is 
then divided into 16 separate categories, 
with limits set on precisely how much 
should be spent in each governmental 
function. 

The result is that, for the first time, 
the Congress has the equipment to do 
the job it has never managed to do ef
policy. Because of these procedural re
tional priorities and controling fiscal 
policy. Because of these procedural re· 
forms, the Congress can justifiably say 
that it has taken the steps necessary to 
put our government on the path to fiscal 
responsibility. 

There can be little question that we 
have put our feet on this path just in 
time. If there are any doubters, they have 
only to look at the tragic and sobering 
object lesson presented by New York City 
as an indication of what happens when 
a government spends and spends with 
little or no concern for what resources 
were and are available. New York officials 
provided services, pensions, and other 
benefits that the treasuries could not af
ford and the public would not support, 
were they forced to. The result: im
minent bankruptcy. 

But merely having the means to do the 
job is not doing the job. When we 
establish the present budgetary proce
dures we use for the first time this Con
gress, we were, in fact, creating a lot 
of hard and difficult decisions, not end
ing them. Many of us have already made 
some of these decisions. I know I have. 
For example, I have opposed an amend
ment to the highway trust fund, and in 
so doing opposed the chairman of my 
committee, because the funding would 
have exceeded the budget ceiling. I faced 
and made a similar difficult decision with 
the Postal Service bill. Similarly, when 
the first budget resolution <H. Con. Res. 
218), setting initial spending targets, was 
adopted in the spring, I voted against 
that resolution because I felt Congress 
could and should adopt budget ceilings 
which were less inflationary and damag
ing to the economy. 

We cannot and must not damage the 
intention and purpose of the new budget 
control procedures by adopting limits 
which are so high as to be an invitation 
to fiscal irresponsibility instead of a 
mechanism to achieve just the opposite. 
Since that first resolution, we have seen 
hard, and painful cuts in some areas, 
but we have also seen an increase in 
spending estimates by the administra
tion for unemployment compensation, 
veterans benefits, interest on the public 
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debt, and other Federal spending sensi
tive to economic conditions. These in
creases, together with the realization 
that every 1 percent increase in un
employment increases the Federal deficit 
by $16 billion, makes it apparent that 
we must put millions of Americans back 
to work, not only for their own economic 
well-being, but for the economic well
being of the Nation. 

We must also recognize that it is a 
self-defeating argument to say that over 
71 percent of the fiscal year 1976 budget 
is uncontrollable. I refuse to accept the 
premise that there are items beyond con
gressional scrutiny and revision. As long 
as Congress has the power to initiate 
spending programs, Congress has the 
authority and the responsibility to cut 
needless funding in all areas. 

With these considerations in mind, I 
want to express my hope that the dili
gent and exhaustive work which went 
into the document before us today repre
sents just the beginning of the making 
of those painful and difficult decisions 
which are the only way we can insure 
the financial health and stability of our 
Nation. 

Finally, I would like to take just a 
moment to go beyond that point, Madam 
Chairman, and commend the Budget 
Committee for doing more than talking 
about the budget and adopting a budget 
resolution. The budget resolution is 
nothing more than a piece of paper 
unless life is breathed into it. I have 
watched with great interest during the 
last several months the actions o! the 
members of the Budget Committee, and 
particularly the distinguished chairman 
of the Budget Committee, who has ·taken 
the well of this House on occasion after 
occasion, on bill after bill, and has 
pointed out in each instance whether the 
authorization level or the appropriation 
level of the measure before us has ex
ceeded or fallen below the budget target. 
I can state that many Members of this 
House have followed the leadership of 
the distinguished chairman of the Budg
et Committee and of the committee 
members in voting against those pro
posals, however attractive, when we were 
advised by the chairman of our Budget 
Committee that it has exceeded the 
target. I think that has been one of the 
greatest changes and reforms that this 
Congress has seen in many, many years. 

I think that not only the Members of 
this House but the citizens and taxpayers 
of the United States owe a great vote of 
thanks and gratitude, not just for the 
budget resolution and budget process, but 
for the courage and determination of the 
members of the Budget Committee to 
make it work. I hope that we will be 
able to adopt a budget resolution tomor
row which is sound and sensible; that 
does not permit crowding out of private 
sector borrowing with resultant infla
tionary impact, but also a budget resolu
tion that we can all say does the job. In 
any event, I think. the most important 
and significant factor about this budget 
resoltuion is that it will say, "This is a 
limit. This is a ceiling. We know of that 
limit in advance. We are going to live 

within that limit and we are going to 
make the budget process work to regain 
control of our spending for the American 
people." 

For that, I think the people of America 
will be grateful to the members of the 
Budget Committee under the leadership 
of its distinguished chairman. 

Mr. ADAMS. Madam Chairman, I 
yield 10 minutes to the gentleman from 
New York (Mr. STRATTON). 

Mr. STRATTON. Madam Chairman, I 
hope that I will not add too jarring a 
note following the encomiums of the 
speaker who just preceded me, but I do 
want to say a few words on a matter that 
is very much in my heart and something 
that troubles me very deeply with regard 
to this resolution. I feel an obligation to 
try to bring it to the attention of the 
House, and I do so with some reluctance 
because I was one of the earlier sup
porters of this type of budget control 
legislation. 

I think the gentleman from Washing
ton <Mr. ADAMS) and his committee have 
in many respects done an outstanding 
job. We needed to bring the budget un
der control and we needed to exercise 
controls of this kind. All controls are 
painful. 

But the thing that concerned many of 
us, when this resolution first came before 
the Congress, was the feeling that unless 
we were very careful with the selection 
of the committee, what was going to 
happen, in this antimilitary milieu and 
with these antimilitary sentiments in 
both the House and the Senate, was that 
the budget resolution would end up cut
ting defense whenever there was a need 
to increase any other items in the budget. 

And if we take a look at this resolution 
and take a look at the resolutions that 
came out earlier, that is exactly what has 
happened. Almost every single item has 
been increased, with the single exception 
of the defense budget, which has been 
cut by $8 billion, almost 10 percent of the 
total figure originally presented by the 
President. That budget, when it was pre
sented, was, in terms of our gross na
tional product, the smallest budget for 
defense that we have had since before 
Pearl Harbor. In fact, the committee 
makes no bones about this approach. It 
says, on page 13 of the report, that this 
was the basic thrust of the committee: 
to increase all of the items in human re
sources and to decrease national defense. 

And then on top of this rather massive 
cut in defense, the chairman of the Com
mittee on Armed Services <Mr. PRICE) 
pointed out a few moments ago-and I 
am not sure that many Members really 
caught the thrust of what he was saying, 
although the gentleman from California 
<Mr. LEGGETT) was obviously aware of 
it--we are asking the Defense Depart
ment to bear an additional $762 million 
cut for the purpose of absorbing 50 per
cent of the impact of the 5 percent pay 
cap. 

Although the House itself was initially 
unwilling to go along with a 5-percent 
cap, it was recommended by our Com
mittee on the Armed Services, and ulti
mately prevailed. So we prevented an 

8.66 increase, yet Defense has to absorb 
a staggering portion of a 5.-percent in
crease. 

In the past, we have absorbed 18 per
cent of this increase and 26 percent of 
the pay increase in another year, but 
now we are being asked in the Defense 
Department, which has taken ·the only 
massive cut in the whole budget, to ab
sorb 50 percent. As the gentleman from 
Illinois <Mr. PRICE) pointed out, this just 
cannot be done without a massive reduc
tion in our troop strength or massive 
lay-offs of civilian employees in the 
various arsenals and installations which 
many Members of this House were ex
pressing great concern about just a few 
weeks ago when we were considering the 
Defense Appropriations bill. 

So what is going to happen, as the gen
tleman from Illinois pointed out, is that 
we are probably going to be playing 
games once again; and we are going to 
come in with a supplemental budget next 
year or later on in this year, and then 
the question is whether we are really 
being any more honest with our han
dling of these budget matters under these 
new procedures than has been the case 
in the past. 

But in addition to that, Madam Chair
man, it seems to me that we are taking a 
very desperate gamble with our national 
security, and this is a matter that the 
committee has not even bothered to ad
dress itself to. 

The distinguished military correspond
ent of the New York Times, Mr. Drew 
Middleton, recently published a book 
about the next war, and the conclusion 
of that book is that it is very unlikely 
that the United States could win the 
next war against the power of the Soviet 
Union. 

This country has been in an upheaval 
in the last few days over the firing of 
Secretary Schlesinger, and Members, in
cluding this Member, have risen on the 
floor of this Chamber to express their 
grave concern about the impact of this 
firing on our defense posture and our 
foreign relations. 

What was the reason that Secretary 
Schlesinger was fired? Because he not 
only objected rather strenuously to the 
$8 or $9 billion cut in the budget inflicted 
by the House on the recommendation of 
the Committee on Appropriations but, 
in addition to that, when the President 
called him down to the White House on 
the Saturday before the Sunday Night 
Massacre and asked him to support 
another $7 billion cut in the fiscal yes.r 
1977 defense budget, the Secretary 
refused. 

That was supposed to be part of the 
$28 billion tax cut--spending cut package 
that the President had proposed. The 
Secretary had the courage to say, no, he 
could not in all conscience support that 
kind of a defense reduction. It would 
jeopardize our security. And as a result 
he was fired. 

We all deplore that what the President 
did to Jim Schlesinger, and Members 
have been rising in both bodies to point 
out what this is going to de t!'" our rela
tions with China and with ~"1f ~,.called 
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detente with the Soviet Union. Yet in 
this budget document before us today, 
we are being asked to ratify and sanctify 
an $8 billion cut. 

I think we ought to recognize just what 
we are doing. There has been no explana
tion of it; there has been nothing pub
lished along those lines. I have searched 
the committee report to try to find any 
justification for this cut. There is nothing 
there at all. Not even the identification 
of where it should come from. 

It can, of course, be said that, well, 
this is the figure that the Committee on 
Appropriations came up with. That is 
true, but the committee was looking over 
its shoulder because they knew the ceil
ing figure that the Budget Commit tee 
had decided on and they recognized that 
they had to cut their figure to the Budget 
Committee's figure. 

This is the thing I think is most dis
turbing of all, the fact that we have no 
recognition of where these cuts are going 
to be made or why. The figure was taken 
out of the air somewhere. Everything else 
has been discussed in detail in the com
mittee report. But not defense. It seems 
to me that if this budget is going to 
work, we need some members on this 
committee who would be genuinely con
cerned about the stability of our national 
defense. 

We cannot continue to reduce year 
after year after year, while the Soviets 
keep on going up year after year after 
year, or else suddenly one day we will 
wake up and wonder why we no longer 
have any credible deterrent power. I 
think this is something the House must 
consider very seriously on tomorrow 
when the House acts on this resolution. 

After all, an amendment will be of
fered by a committee member to increase 
the budget authority by $8 billion. And 
apparently it will pass without any trou
ble. Yet even an increase of $2.6 billion, 
as Secretary Schlesinger wanted, will 
destroy the country we are told. 

Some Members may wonder why I 
bother to make these comments a t an, 
because they are not likely of course to 
be popular in this House. I think perhaps 
the best answer to give is the one Secre
tary Schlesinger gave when somebody 
asked him why he was fighting so hard 
against the massive reductions being 
made by the Committees on Appropria
tions. He said: 

Well, some day somebody wm ask why we 
were not warned about what the full impact 
of t hese steady, consistent, year-after-year 
reductions in defense would mean to- our 
country. And when that comes, I want to be 
able to say, "Indeed you were warned." 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Ohio 
(Mr. SEIBERLING). 

Mr. SEffiERLING. Mr. Chairman, 
this debate is indeed a historic occasion 
for the House of Representatives and 
for the Congress and the country. 

For the first time in memory, the Con
gress of the United States is debating 
the defense budget in the context of all 
the other needs of the Nation. 

I do not agree with the gentleman 

from New York (Mr. STRATTON), despite 
the eloquence and forcefulness of his re
marks, that the defense budget is being 
unduly cut in this proposed resolution. 

I do not believe there is a Member in 
this House who wants to cut programs 
that are absolutely essential for our na
tional security. Yet, the Defense Depart
ment, like the Congress, has to face the 
economic facts of life. Certainly it is 
hard to conceive that $91 billion of out-
· lays and $100 billion of budget authority 
is an inadequate defense budget. 

I am sure that the distinguished 
chairman of the Committee on the 
Budget, the gentleman from Washing
ton <Mr. ADAMS), and other mem
bers of his committee consulted with the 
chairman of the Committee on Armed 
Services, as indeed they are required to 
do, in preparing this resolution. 

One of the interesting features of this 
debate today has been the frequent 
reference to inflation and how we must 
get inflation under control. Obviously, 
we must, and this budget process is the 
way we are going to get it under control 
if we ever do. 

Unquestiona:bly, deficit spending by 
Government is a primary cause of in
flation. But it is not only the amount of 
spending that has aggravated our in
flation-it is also what we have spent our 
money on. Since World Warn, we have 
spent well over a trillion dollars in mili
tary expenditures. It is now beginning to 
come through to us that this is one of the 
most inflationary types of expenditure. 
It is also one of the least efficient types 
of expenditure in terms of solving the 
unemployment problem. 

On pages 83 and 84 of the committee's 
report, in the minority views, there is a 
tabulation of price changes during the 
last six recessions. I note that the last 
two of these occurred during our in
volvement in the Vietnam war and that 
there has been a progressive accelera
tion of the rate of inflation in both of 
these periods. One of the main argu
ments put forth in recent years to sus
t::tin high defense budgets has been the 
claim that military spending ig good for 
the economy. This myth is probably 
based on the fact, jus.t cited a few min
utes ago, that the massive unemploy
ment of the 1930's was not ended until 
after Pearl Harbor. 

Of course, it can also be pointed out 
that each war kicked off a huge new 
round of inflation. Furthermore it is now 
becoming clear that massive defense 
spending in peacetime not only has a 
powerful effect in fueling inflation but 
that it increases unemployment. 

A major study, by Prof. Bruce 
Russett of Yale, on the impact of mili
tary expenditures on the rest of the econ
omy from 1939 to 1968, reveals that other 
sectors of the economy pay a heavy price 
for high defense spending. Professor 
Russett's work has shown that when ex
penditures on military goods went up, 
expenditures on consumer-oriented 
goods went down by certain deftnite per
centages, and although the few States 
with large mllitary installations or rna-

jor defense contractors benefited from 
high defense spending, States like Ohio 
were deprived of jobs by defense spend
ing. 

Based on Professor Russett's work, it 
has been estimated that a defense budget 
of $100 billion causes a net loss to our 
economy of 1,055,000 jobs. 

Just as a double check on these for
mulae, let us also look at the results 
of another study that was made a cou
ple of years by the gentleman from Wis
consin (Mr. AsPIN). He surveyed anum
ber of Federal agencies to determine how 
many jobs would be created by the ex
penditure of an additional $1 billion by 
some of the major agencies of our 
Government. 

The survey showed that the Defense 
Department generated fewer jobs per 
billion dollars spent than any other 
agency except NASA. Let me give you 
the figures: 

The CHAIRMAN. The time of the gen
tleman has expired. 

Mr. ADAMS. I yield 2 additional min
utes to the gentleman from Ohio. 

Mr. SEffiERLING. Thank you. The 
study indicated that the Job Corps would 
generate 151,000 jobs per billion dollars 
spent for that department. 

On education-teachers, 100,000 jobs. 
Health, manpower, and nurses train-

ing, 77,000 jobs. 
Public housing, 76,000 jobs. 
Sewer construction, 76,000 jobs. 
School construction, 50,000 jobs. 
Defense, 48,000 jobs. 
And NASA, 10,000 jobs. 
I believe that the American people and 

this Congress want a strong national 
defense but they are also aware that 
there are many other important needs 
in our Nation and that we must strike 
a balance. 

I think the committee has made an 
·excellent start toward striking such a 
balance. 

As the public becomes familiar with 
our new congressional budget proce
dures, I believe we will see an even 
greater assertion in Congress of the kinds 
of priorities the people want. This budget 
resolution, however, makes an important 
start in that direction, and I intend to 
support it. 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 
minutes to the gentleman from Michi
gan (Mr. CONYERS). 

Mr. CONYERS. Mr. Chairman~ it is 
with some hesitation that I again ap
proach this very important and prestig
ious Committee to express reservations. 
I do so, as the Chairman knows, without 
in any way questioning the motives of 
the members of this committee and rec
ognize the difficult challenges they have 
had to confront. But it seems to me that 
the Second Budget Resolution is not con
fronting the real economic and social 
problems that we ought to in this budget. 
I would just like to ask the chairman, 
the gentleman from Washington (Mr. 
ADAMS), if it is correct that this budget 
resolution, if implemented, would, in 
effect, legitimate an unemployment rate 
of 7% percent through fiscal year 1976? 
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Mr. ADAMS. I will state to the gentle

man from Michigan that by the end of 
calendar year 1976 we project an unem
ployment rate of ·1 percent. By the end 
of the fiscal year we project 7.5 percent, 
which is the middle of next year. 

Mr. CONYERS. Do I understand, then, 
that the chairman finds this rate ac
ceptable, or does he feel, as I do, that this 
is an unconscionable rate of unemploy
ment for this Congress to legislate? 

Mr. ADAMS. I think that it is much too 
high a rate of unemployment. One of the 
basic problems is in the manner in which 
Congress approaches the unemployment 
problem. As you know, the stimulus pro
grams we suggested early this year were 
not enacted. We are hopeful that the 
entire stimulus package proposed in this 
resolution will help bring the econor:p.y
out of the recession. I am not completely 
confident that it will. I think we should 
do a great deal more in terms of meet
ing the structural unemployment prob
lems we have in the United States today. 

Mr. CONYERS. I appreciate that. 
Am I to assume, then, Mr. Chairman, 

that if all of the objectives are not 
realized, that the rate can exceed 7 per
cent in midyear and exceed 7.5 percent 
by the end of 1976? 

Mr. ADAMS. The gentleman is cor
rect. If the recovery underway does not 
maintain its momentum, we could not 
achieve even these modest targets. 

Mr. CONYERS. Then, Mr. Chairman, 
if we agree that this rate of unemploy
ment that is projected is intolerable, 
why do we have to fix it into this budget 
so rigidly? This would make it impos
sible for legislation such as H.R. 50 
which calls for a full employment policy, 
as well as other measures which attempt 
to alleviate the distress of more than 13 
million people who are out of work today, 
to be enacted. Must the urgent needs of 
millions continue to be sacrificed to the 
sacred cow of military spending and to 
the drive for profit and power at all cost 
by conglomerates and multinationals? 
What can we in good conscience do to 
make the congressional budget meet the 
needs and priorities of the great major
ity of Americans whose needless suffer
ing has been callously disregarded by 
the administration and who look to the 
Congress for relief? Surely we can re
duce this scandalous amount of unem
ployment forecast in the budget. 

Mr. ADAMS. The fundamental changes 
in law that are required to produce a full 
employment economy must come from 
those committees of the House and Sen
ate that have the right to change those 
laws, to change incentives from welfare 
to job opportunities. There is nothing 
in this budget that prevents the move
ment toward such legislation. It did move 
this year. We do not see such movement 
now. We hope that such legislation will 
move next year in time for our first 
budget resolution for fiscal year 1977. 
But to say that those programs are going 
to move when the record shows they have 
not would be to mislead the American 
public and the Budget Committee will 
not do that. 

Mr. CONYERS. Of course. Let me ask 

you this: If H.R. 50 moves from the sub
committee chaired by the gentleman 
from California and author of the bill, 
Mr. HAWKINS, to the full committee of 
the Committee on Education and Labor, 
and is passed before the end of the 94th 
session of Congress, would it be contrary 
to the budget limitations mandated in 
this resolution? 

Mr. ADAMS. We are estimating as well 
as we can what programs are coming into 
existence. If the O'Neill amendment that 
was printed in the REcORD last night is 
adopted, there will be additional funds 
available for jobs and education. 

The CHAffiMAN. The time of the 
gentleman has expired. 

Mr. ADAMS. I yield one additional 
minute to the gentleman from Michigan. 

Mr. CONYERS. What amount is con
templated in this amendment? 

Mr. ADAMS. Approximately $1.4 bil
lion in budget authority. In addition, the 
resolution also contains $1 billion in 
outlays for either countercyclical assist
ance or public works projects pursuant 
to a bill now in conference. 

Mr. CONYERS. I thank the gentleman. 
It is my view that the Budget Commit
tee besides collecting projections of com
mittee chairmen must move beyond to 
determine what the order of priorities is 
for this House. Is this not the essential 
matter? 

For example, if it is determined we are 
going to reduce unemployment, if not 
eliminate it, would we not have to act on 
this in the context of the work of the 
gentleman's committee? Is this not so? 

Mr. ADAMS. This is correct. You recall · 
the debate we had this spring over what 
sjze the budget resolution should be and 
where the money should be spent. We 
have now acted on many of those 
specific programs and failed to pass some 
of them. 

Mr. CONYERS. I do remember the de
bate in the spring. I voted against the 
first budget resolution on the grounds 
that it reflected no fundamental changes 
in priorities to meet pressing human and 
social needs at home. The purpose of the 
congressional budget is to enable the 
Congress to develop more humane and 
responsible public policy by means of pru
dent fiscal management. Congress stated 
a national priority when it passed the 
Emergency Jobs Act earlier this session. 
The President vetoed it. But it now ap
pears that the Budget Committee, in
stead of reaffirming fully that em
ployment priority, is backing off and 
merely reflecting the President's mis
taken priorities. 

I approach the gentleman on this 
subject because it seems to me if we 
have decided not to deal with unemploy
ment any more seriously than this, the 
responsibility must jointly be shared by 
the gentleman's committee and the ap
propriate authorizing committee that 
should have produced jobs legislation in 
the first place. Once we vote favorably 
on this resolution, we are precluding the 
committee dealing with full employ
ment legislation from reJ1}edying unem
ployment. 

Mr. ADAMS. Until the next resolution 
is presented and prepared. 

Mr. CONYERS. It is my judgment, 
given the continuing economic crisis and 
the gathering fiscal crisis in our cities 
that we have reached the point when we 
have to ponder what and who it is, in 
the final analysis, that the Government 
should be supporting-aid to the poor 
and unprivileged or foreign aid to 
dubious projects of regimes of question
able legitimacy and wasteful military 
spending; insolvent military corpora
tions or insolvent cities. Should we as 
a nation meet the just demands of the 
unprivileged many or perpetuate the 
privilfges enjoyed by the few? What is 
so tragic about fiscal policy is that it is 
clearly divorced from a framework of 
ethical purposes which Government 
ought to accomplish. As a consequence, 
entrenched centers of power walk off 
with a disproportionate slice of the fiscal 
pie against all claims of social need, 
constitutional principles and of norms 
of fairness. Is it not time for us to think 
clearly about what are the legitimate 
ends of Government? This I had hoped 
would be the accomplishment of the 
congressional budget. It has not yet 
come to pass, but I am still hoping. 

I thank the gentleman. 
Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Chairman, I yield 5 

minutes to the gentleman from Michi
gan (Mr. DINGELL). 

Mr. DINGELL. Mr. Chairman, I thank 
my good friend and colleague, the chair
man of the Budget Committee for 
making this opportunity available to me 
to address the House on a matter which 
I regard as important. 

Mr. Chairman, I call to the attention 
of the Committee the last paragraph on 
page 22 of the report, House Report No. 
94-608, on the House Concurrent Resolu
tion 466, which reads as follows, and on 
this matter I particularly ask the atten
tion of the chairman of the committee 
and the senior minority member on the 
committee: 

Loan Guarantee Program for Synthetic 
Fuels Development--The resolution assumes 
that pending legislation involving commer
cial development of synthetic fuels will in
clude loan guarantee financing having no 
budget authority or outlay impact in Fiscal 
Year 1976. 

The "pending legislation" is, of course, 
H.R. 3474 which is now in conference. It 
contains a section 103 which provides a 
giant loan guarantee handout for the 
benefit of a few favored joint ventures 
comlJ()sed of oil and natural gas com
panies and the big banks and lending in
stitutions at the expense of the tax-
payers. · 

Section 103 of the Energy Research 
and Development Administration's au
thorization bill for fiscal year 1976 was 
added on July 31, 1975 by the Senate 
with little floor debate. Its origin is S. 
2066 which was introduced on July 8 to 
authorize up to $5 billion in Federal loan 
guarantees for coal gasification plants. 
S. 2066 was referred to the Senate Bank
ing Committee. Despite that, the Senate 
Interior Committee took it, broadened it 
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to authorize loan guarantees to build 
commercial sized demonstration plan~ 
to convert both coal and oil shale to syn
thetic fuels and to generate power or 
heat in commercial quantities using re
newable resources, such as solar energy; 
expanded the dollar limit to $6 billion 
and earmarked up to $2.5 billion for high 
Btu gas plan~; and reported it to the 
Senate on July 24. There were no Senate 
hearings on either S. 2066 or section 103. 
The House has not yet considered such a 
proposal, let alone vote on it. 

Section 103 is now in conference. We 
may be forced to accept this monstrous 
giveaway to corporate interes~. unless 
we vote down the entire conference re
port on H.R. 3474, which I strongly urge 
or unless the House conferees reject sec
tion 103. The latter possibility does not, 
at the moment, seem likely, as the major
ity of the conferees appear to support 
some form of this Federal form of wel
fare for these corporate interests who are 
as follows: 

Pacific Lighting Corp. and Texas East
em Transmission Corp. who want to 
build a coal gasification plant on the 
Navajo Indian Reservation in New Mex
ico. The 'Vall Street Journal reports that 
Texas Eastern had a heavy hand in writ
ing the section. 

American Natural Gas System spon
sors a coal gasification project in North 
Dakota. 

Another possible beneficiary is El Paso 
Natural Gas. 

In the oil shale area, the Colony group 
composed of ARCO, Ashland Oil, Inc., 
Shell Oil Co., and TOSCO want to build 
a plant in Colorado. TOSCO also had a 
heavy hand in the legislation. 

Another possible Shale beneficiary is 
the Paraho Oil Shale Project whose par
ticipants are ARCO, Carter Oil <Exxon), 
Chevron Research <Standard of Califor
nia), Cleveland-Cliffs Iron, Gulf Oil, 
Arthur G. McKee, Mobil Research, Phil
lips Petroleum, Shell Development, Soho 
Petroleum, So. Calif. Edison, Standard 
Oil Co. <Ind.), Sun Oil, Texaco, Webb
Chambers-Gary-McLoraine Group. 

To his credit, the President has not 
publicly spoken out in favor of this pro
posal. He proposed on September 22 the 
$100 billion Energy Independence Au
thority. That legislation will be thor
oughly considered by the Congress. 

But ERDA, which is an agency still 
wet behind the ears, has embraced this 
special interest legislation. In fact, Mr. 
Chairman, upon passage of section 103, 
ERDA, according to an October 16, 1975, 
memorandum by i~ Deputy General 
Counsel, which I hold here in my hand, 
is going to recommend an amendment 
in the Senate to H.R. 8773-the appro
priations bill for Interior and Related 
Agencies which passed the House on 
July 23-authorizing ERDA ''to borrow 
from the Treasury" $1.5 billion in fiscal 
year 1976, plus additional sums in a later 
supplemental for price suppom and 
construction gran~. I hope that the 
House conferees on H.R. 8773 reject that 
amendment. 

Thus, it appears that the statement 

in the committee's report on page 22 that 
this $6 billion loan guarantee will have 
"no budget authority or outlay impact 
in fiscal year 1976" is correct as far as it 
goes. But it does not go far enough be
cause it fails to mention that there will 
be a request from ERDA for ''borrowing 
authority" which will impact on the 
budget. 

I think that request should be made 
as a part of House Concurrent Resolu
tion 466 so that we can consider the 
potential impact of this $6 billion tax
payer gift to the oil and natural gas 
industry in the Treasury. 

The Congress is spending many long 
hours and days trying to find solutions 
for New York City, incl•lding $7 billion 
in loan guarantees. But there seems to be 
a willingness on the part of some to pass, 
with only a few hours or minutes of con
sideration by one body of the Congress, 
this $6 billion gift. I find that situation 
to be repulsive. We must consider it first 
in the normal legislative way and second 
as part of its impact on the Treasury in 
connection with House Concurrent Res
olution 466. Thus, an amendment to 
House Concurrent Resolution 466 is in 
order as follows: 

1. On page 1, line 11, strike "$400,492,000,-
000" and insert in lieu thereof the following: 
"$406,492,000,000"; and 

2. On page 2, line 2, strike "$373, 768,000,-
000" and insert in lieu thereof the following: 
"$375,268,000,000.'' 

This amendment would provide $6 bil
lion in new budget authority and $1.5 
billion in outlays for fiscal year 1976 for 
these energy suppliers to build these syn
thetic fuel plants on Indian and Federal 
lands. It would, in essence, give the House 
stamp of approval to opening the Treas
ury doors to these giants of the energy 
world. 

At this point in the RECORD, I insert 
the Deputy General Counsel's letter and 
two information sheets obtained through 
the Energy Study Conference: 

OcToBER 16, 1975. 
KEN GLOZER: 

The following language is suggested: 
(1) To be added to the current appropria

tion bill-H.R. 8773 
SYNTHETIC FUELS LOAN GUARANTEE PROGRAM 

In accordance with section 103(k) (4) of 
the ERDA Authorization Act for Fiscal Year 
1976 (PL. ---), the Admlnistrator is au
thorized to borrow from the Treasury to dis
charge his responsibll1ties under guarantees 
made under section 103 of P.L. --- $1,-
500,000,000.00, to remain available until ex
pended. 

(2) For the Supplemental Appropriations 
Act 

SYNTHETIC FUELS PRICE GUARANTEES 

In aooordance with section --PL. ---, 
the Administrator is authorized to borrow 
from the Treasury to carry out the price 
guarantee provisions of section -- of PL. 
--- $1,000,000,000 to remain available un
til expended. 

CONSTRUCTION GRANTS 

For construction grants to carry out the 
synthetic fuels commercialization progra.m as 
authorized by section -- of PL. --
$600,000,000 to remain available until ex
pended. 

LEONARD RAWICZ, 
Deputy General Counsel, ERDA. 

FACT SHEET RE: $6 BILLION LOAN GUARANTEES 

Background. The $6 billion loan guarantee 
section (103) was added to the ERDA Au
thorization bill on July 31, 1975, by the Sen
ate after having been introduced by Sena
tors Randolph and Jackson on July 8, 1975 
( S. 2066) . There were no Senate hearings on 
Section 103 or S. 2066. When introduced, S. 
2066 covered only coal gasification plants and 
was limited to $5 million in loan guarantees. 
The Senate Interior Committee expanded the 
provision to include oil shale and facilities 
to generate power or heat in commercial 
quantities using solar, wind, ocean thermal 
gradient, bioconv~rsion, or geothermal re
sources. That Committee also increased the 
limit to $6 billion and earmarked up to $2.5 
billion for high Btu gasification. 

PRINCIPAL BENEFICIARIES 

Coal Gasification. WESCO Coal Gasification 
Project to be located on Navajo Indian Reser
vation in New Mexico. Parent companies are: 
Pacific Lighting Corp. and Texas Eastern 
Transmission Corp. 

American Natural Gas System sponsor of 
coal gasification project in North Dakota. 

OIL SHALE 

1. The Colony Development Operation, a 
joint venture betwen Atlantic Richfield Co., 
Ashland 011, Inc., Shell Oil Co., and TOSCO. 

2. Union Oil Co. 
3. Paraho Oil Shale Project-the partici

pants are: Atlantic Richfield, Carter Oil 
(Exxon), Chevron Research (Standard of 
California), Cleveland-Cli.ffs Iron, Gulf Oil, 
Arthur G. McKee, Mobil Research, Phillips 
Petroleum, Shell Development, SOhio Petro
leum, Southern California Edison, Standard 
Oil Company (Indiana), Sun Oil, Texaco, 
Webb-Chambers-Gary-McLoraine Group. 

4. Other oil shale companies are possible 
participants, but have indicated they are not 
ready to go commercial size. 

HISTORY OP SECTION 103 

1. On August 1, Rep. Ken Hechler asked 
ERDA for its view on Section 103. ERDA re
plied on September 9, saying it supported 
Section 103 but had serious problems with it. 
In addition, ERDA recommended that Sec
tion 103 not apply to renewable resources. 

2. On September 22, the President proposed 
a new $100 billion Government corporation
the Energy Independence Authority-to fin
ance the builc;Ung of energy supply facilities. 
The bill was transmitted to Congress on Oc
tober 17, 1975. There is no mention in that 
bill of the relationship of that program to the 
$6 billion synthetic fuels program. 

3. On September 25, ERDA submitted to 
the House Science and Technology Cominit
tee a rewritten version of Section 103 and 
promised that additional legislation would be 
transmitted on price supports and construc
tion grants. 

4·. On October 2, ERDA withdrew its oppo
sition to loan guara.ntees !or renewable re
sources. 

5. On October 23, ERDA proposed a revision 
of section 103 which, among other things, 
would authorize loan guarantees to local 
communities if: 

Interest on bonds will be subject to Federal 
Income Tax. 

Municipality(s) agree to earmark sufiicient 
direct tax revenues received !rom plant 
(property or other) to amortize debt. 

Term of debt is limited to 20 years and 
must be fully amortized within 20 years by 
equal installment payments. 

Debt is issued within five years of award 
of ERDA contract to plant developer. 

The ERDA cost estimate of this is $410 
million. 

6. On October 30, ERDA submitted to the 
Congress new legislation to authorize ERDA 
to: 
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Make price supports of up to $4.5 billion 

for the products of these synthetic fuels dem
onstration plants; ~nd 

Make up to $600 million in grants for the 
construction of synthetic fuels demonstra
tion plants. 

7. House Energy Subcommittee held hear
ings on September 29, October 7, 8, 9, 20, 21, 
22, and 23 in Washington, D.C. and on Oc
tober 25 and 27, 1975, in Rifle and Boulder, 
Colorado. The witnesses included representa
tives of ERDA, OMB, Treasury, Federal Power 
Commission, EPA, CEQ, Department of Agri
culture, Navy, the Governors of Vermont, 
Wyoming, North Dakota, and Colorado, rep
resentatives of local government, industry, 
agriculture, financial houses, environmental 
organizations, and individuals. In all, there 
were more than 75 witnesses. 

SOME PROBLEMS WITH SECTION 103 

1. ERDA already has broad authority to 
build synthetic fuels demonstration plants 
that are entirely financed by ERDA, jointly 
financed by ERDA and industry, or financed 
by loans. 

2. Section 103 is being considered in a 
piecemeal fashion when it is only a part of a 
total incentive package . of more than $11 
billion (loan guarantees, $6 billion; price 
supports, $4.5 billion; construction grants for 
regulated utiUties, $600 million). 

3. It gives ERDA a blank check to build as 
many as 3 high Btu gas plants, 2 oil shale 
plants, 2 utility/industrial (unregulated) 
fuel plants, and 5 biomass plants and no 
meaningful congressional review of these 
commercial sized plants. 

4. In reality it provides no money for re
newable resources like solar or for energy 
conservation. 

5. Term renewable resources could be inter
preted as allowing loan guarantees in nuclear 
area, according to ERDA section 103 substi
tute. 

6. No provision for State participation in 
program planning. 

7. No provision for providing adequate fi
nancial assistance to States and local com
munities impacted by the plants. (Hearings 
show that loan guarantees for communities 
will be insufficient.) 

8. House Judiciary Committee Chairman 
Peter W. Rodino, Jr., wrote on October 23 
that section 103 falls: 

To deal with questions of ownership of 
patents arising during course of projects; 

To provide for Federal ownership of pat
ents and knowhow in case of default; and 

To deal with problem of competitive im
pact. 

9. No provision that Federal and State 
environmental, land use, water, and health 
and safety laws be complied with. 

10. It allows loan guarantees for commer
cial sized plants for oil shale (50,000 bpd) 
when testimony clearly showed that only 
modular sized plants (5,000-10,000 bpd) 
should be tried. 

11. No provision for EPA monitoring. 
12. Allows up to 100 percent loan guaran

tee during construction. 
13. Allows foreign export of products of 

plants. 
14. ERDA proposal provides that in case of 

default Government would not have recourse 
to parent corporation but only to project 
assets. 

SYNTHETIC NATURAL GAS FROM COAL: SUM
MARY OF REQUIREMENTS AND IMPACTS 1 

NOVEMBER 10, 1975. 
To illustrate the requirements of a full 

sized commercial coal gasification plant--a 
typical plant proposed using Lurgi tech
nology and sited in on the Navajo Indian 

1 WESCO Draft Impact Statement; Task 
Force Report; EPA Report on Process and 
Environmental Technology for Producing 
SNG and Liquid Fuels. 

Reservation in New Mexico at a large strip 
mine is used (WESCO). 

The plants are designed to produce 250 
million cubic feet per day of SNG from 25,-
000-30,000 tons per day of coal or roughly 10 
mi111on tons of coal per year. They require 
about 25,000 tons per day of water and 
steam which is 8,300 acre feet of water per 
year ( 5,100 gallons per minute) .2 

WESCO has an overall plan to build 4 
plants to provide the equivalent of 1,000 mil
lion cubic feet per day of SNG. The draft en
vironmental impact statement is directed 
"toward two levels of development," the 250 
MMCFD and ultimate production capacity of 
1,000 MMCFD. 

WATER 
The WESCO plant will use water rights 

owned by Utah International, allocated to 
the proposed project from the Navajo Reser
voir through a water service contract with 
the Bureau of Reclamation. The water would 
be taken from the San Juan river and piped 
25 miles to the plant site. To serve the 4 
plants the collection facllities and pumping 
station would require about 45 acres. There 
will be no discharge of effiuent waste water. 

Water which is not converted in the proc
esss or evaporated is to be buried as wet 
ash or sludge in the strip mine pits as they 
are filled and graded. The water is used as 
follows: 

Percent 
Process consumption ___________________ 10 
Return to atmosphere; evaporation and up the stack _________________________ 70 
Disposal to mine_______________________ 8 

Others -------------------------------- 12 
Retained in slurry pond. 
.Mine uses. 

MINING IMPACT FOR THE SEVERAL AREA 
FACILITIES 

The strip mining of about 10 million tons 
of coal per plant per year is a very sizable 
undertaking, and four plants are projected 
by WESCO. 

The power plant at Four Corners consists 
of five units which can consume about the 
same amount of coal as one gasification 
plant--about 28,000 tons of coal daily. 

El Paso plans to build a complex about 15 
miles from WESCO which would ultimately 
have a capacity of 785 million cubic feet per 
day-requiring about 85,000 tons of coal per 
day. 

LAND DISTURBANCE 
Each gasification plant would require ex

traction of coal from roughly 375 acres per 
year. The land would be reclaimed at approx
imately the same rate, leaving enormous acre
age ungraded and disturbed at any given 
time. Many years would be required to at
tempt to return the land to its previous 
productivity. 

The surface of the land would be lowered. 
The land quality is poor--one animal requires 
126 acres. 

The impact of discharge of contaminated 
water in the mine is probably adverse. 

HUMAN IMPACT 
Any change in economic conditions in this 

area Will have a profound effect on the 
Indian population, since it is projected that 
the employed Indian work force would be in
creased by approximately 1,400 for one plant. 
The urban economic infrastructure must be 
expanded, public facilities are needed, mobile 
homes are growing in number.a Peak WESCO 

2 The water requirement is directly· related 
to the type of coal used and the plant design. 
Under some conditions it might be twice as 
great as the figures used for WESCO. 

3 WESCO Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement, 2-159; "there Js a growing num
ber of mobile home parks ... with minimal 
land use regulations." 

needs are projected at 4,300. Many would 
come from outside and ~lace heavy demands 
on services, institutions and fac111ties. 

ADVERSE PHYSICAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS 
1. Atmosphere 

--oxygen consumption would be 6,190 tons 
per day per gasification plant. The power 
plant would also consume a similar amount. 
This consumption would generate about 1.3 
tons of C02 per ton of oxygen. Such a con
centration of C02 may be adverse. 

Visib111ty will be affected by particulate 
emission from boiler stacks. 

Heat from the stacks of temperatures from 
260° to 600°F may be adverse. 

Sulphur dioxide from one plant is approxi
mately 1.68 tons per day. 

Trace elements will be emitted to the at
mosphere. 

2. Water 
The diverted water cannot be used for any 

other purposes. The quality of the ground 
water may be affected by leeching of water in 
the solid waste disposal areas. The damaging 
of the San Juan River affects the ecosystem 
of the basin, the stream flow (3-10 percent), 
and increases salinity downstream. 

Construction and use of synthetic fuel 
processing plants can cause reduction in 
water quality resulting from increased ero
sion, sedimentation, overtaxed sewage facili
ties, release of toxic waste to streams, and 
return of production water to stream chan
nels. Even with controls, some releases would 
occur. 

3. Noise 
Noise levels would increase markedly above 

ambient levels. This is because of the steam 
turbines and other machinery-the projected 
noise radius ranges from 1-4 miles. 

4. Odor 
The materials reviewed fail to mention 

odor-an obvious problem and potentially 
rather widespread. The coal preparation fa
c1lity for crushing, blending and delivering 
the appropriately sized coal will occupy 230 
acres. 

Now, I particularly would like the at
tention of my good friend and colleague 
the chairman of the committee, the gen~ 
tleman from Washington, who has been 
most gracious to me in yielding time and 
that is to inquire, it appears in the state
ment in the committee's report on page 
22 that this $6 billion loan guarantee 
will have no budget authority or outlay 
impact in fiscal year 1976. My question 
is, is that correct, according to the budget 
resolution which has been submitted here 
to us, or, in fact, is there a proposed 
attempt ,by somebody in or outside of 
Congress to have a budgetary effect and 
impact regardless of the actions of the 
budgetary committee and regardless of 
the actions of my good friend and col
league, the chail'man of the committee 
who submits to us now legislation relat~ 
ing to the matter which I have just 
discussed? Can my good friend and col
league tell us what the situation is? 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Chairman, will the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DINGELL. I am happy to yield to 
the gentleman. 

Mr. ADAMS. The best information we 
at the Budget Committee have is that 
there will be no budget authority or out
lay impact in fiscal year 1976 for this 
program. 

Mr. LATTA. · Mr. Chairman, wlll the 
gentleman yield? 

Mr. DINGELL. I yield to the gentle
man from Ohio. 

Mr. LATTA. Mr. Chairman, the gen-
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tleman is asking about the loan guar
antee. I would like to refer the gentle
man to section 3 of the Budget Act: 

The term "Budget authority" means au
thority provided by law to enter into obliga
tions which will result in immediate or 
future outlays involving Government funds, 
except that such term does not include au
thority to insure or guarantee the repayment 
of the indebtedness incurred by another 
person or by the Government. 

That explains why it is not in there. 
Mr. DINGELL. Except that the tradi

tions and bylaws of the House are that 
where we appear to · be undertaking a 
contingent liability, particularly a large 
contract, that we invariably will say in 
the appropriation bills of that kind to 
meet that particular kind of contin
gency. 

For that reason, I am giving very seri
ous thought tomorrow to offering an 
amendment to increase the amount so 
the House can reject that at that time 
and then perhaps make it plain to the 
House conferees where the sentiments 
in this body are so to rolling over and 
playing dead for the other body to insert 
vast liabilities by the taxpayers of the 
United States, without having the mat
ter referred on the House floor, without 
having legislation enacted and without 
any further consideration. 

I thank my good friends and col
leagues for yielding me this time. 

Mr. LEGGETT. Mr. Chairman, I rise 
in support of the House Budget Commit
tee's second concurrent budget resolu
tion. Actions taken by our committee, I 
believe, are necessary · and are, indeed, 
imperative if we are going to move ahead 
on the road to economic recovery. There 
is absolutely no justification for the hopes 
and aspirations of the American people 
to be smashed against barriers created 
either by the President or the Congress. 

Several features of our recommenda
tions, I think, merit comment. First, the 
committee has recommended an exten
sion of the Tax Reduction Act of 1975, 
and added an additional $2 billion in re
ductions to insure that withholding rates 
will remain at 1975 levels. The Senate 
Budget Committee has taken a similar 
action. This reduction is a key factor in 
our effort to bring about immediate re
lief to our middle and lower income tax
payers. Our resolution directs the Ways 
and Means Committee and the Senate 
Finance Committee to take the appro
priate actions. 

Second, the economic stimulus pack
age in this resolution, although far short 
of what is really necessary, in my opin
ion, at least, represents an effort in the 
right direction. We have added over our 
first resolution one-half billion dollars for 
public service jobs; we have included an 
additional one-half billion dollars for 
summer youth jobs. We have assumed in 
this resolution that the Congress will en
act in the very near future measures that 
will provide at least a $1 billion in badly 
needed moneys for immediate and direct 
economic assistance to our State and 
local governments and accelerated pub
lic works projects. 

We have added more than $900 million 
over our first resolution for highway con
struction, and we have proYided the nec
essary budget authority to insure fund
ing in the next academic year for basic 
opportunity higher educational fellow
ships and college work study programs. 

Third, in the area of national defense, 
our committee's actions are consistent 
with decisions made by the appropriate 
committees of the House of Representa
tives. We have curtailed spending which 
we considered unnecessary and unwise, 
without jeopardizing our national secu
rity programs. This committee has been 
deeply concerned with the long-term im
plications of Federal spending, particu
larly within the defense area. 

To those who say the deficit is too high, 
I say why is it too high? The answer is 
not difficult; recession-induced expendi
tures for such programs as unemploy
ment compensation provide the answer. 
A vigorous economy does not produce 
deficits. 

Despite the accomplishments of our 
committee, I believe that we have failed 
to come to grips with the persistent and 
gnawing problem of unemployment. We 
can have no economic recovery as long 
as 9 to 10 million people are idle. We can 
have no economic recovery as long as 
25 percent of our plant capacity re
mains unutilized. We can have no eco
nomic recovery as long as the Wholesale 
Price Index continues to rise as it did in 
October of this year. We can have no 
economic recovery as long as the house
wife returns from the marketplace dis
couraged and despondent over the high 
price of food for her family, 

Too many people have been duped by 
this administration into thinking that 
there is a trade-off between unemploy
ment and inflation. No such trade-off 
exists. As I indicated in my supplemental 
views: 

We must rid ourselves of the simplistic 
notion that while government expenditures 
in excess of receipts may produce jobs and 
economic growth, it also leads to infiation. 
True, this does happen in a booming econ
omy, a full-capacity economy, or a mis
managed economy. But it is equally true that 
unemployment and recession in themselves 
lead to inflation because they decrease tax 
revenues. 

The threat that paralyzes needed ac
tion today is monopolistic power over 
prices and wages. We need to take im
mediate and direct action to control 
those who would raise prices without re
gard to cost or demand. We need to adopt 
policies that will prevent excessive wage 
increases unaccompanied by increases in 
productivity. Our economy needs to be 
restructured through the adoption of 
wage/price controls, controls which have 
the force of the law and economic justice 
behind them. If we had such a policy 
today, I firmly believe this Congress 
could initiate programs that would re
turn us to full employment without in
flation. Any income policy, however, 
must come from the President and must 
relate to all areas of our economy. 

I conclude that our committee has 
done as much as we could do reasonably 
in fiscal year 1976. If the modest eco
nomic growth contemplated in this reso
lution is accompanied by responsive 
monetary policy on the part of the Fed
eral Reserve, we can at least get back 
on the gentle slopes of recovery. 

With these caveats in mind, I urge the 
Members of this body to support this 
resolution. 

Mr. Chairman, permit me to raise one 
final matter concerning this resolution. 
Our committee did not have sufficient in
formation on the President's recent pro
posals for security assistance in time to 
incorporate them into our budgetary to
tals. These proposals must be acted upon 
without the careful scrutiny our com
mittee has given other areas of the Fed
eral budget. 

I understand the distinguished major
ity leader intends to offer an amendment 
which would add the full amounts by 
which the security assistance requests 
exceed our targets in these areas, as well 
as additional funds for economic stimu
lus and borrowing by the Tennessee Val
ley Authority. Since the amendment does 
not constitute an endorsement of these 
requests, and because I believe further 
economic stimulus is necessary, I intend 
to support this amendment, but with 
reservations. 

The increases in security assistance 
over th~ original President's budget rep
resent, of course, the funds sought by 
the administration to finance the Sinai 
accord. Our committee said in its report 
that we would accommodate such a re
quest in a floor amendment to the resolu
tion. Many of us are concerned, however. 

All of us want to do everything we can 
in the cause of peace in the Middle Ea-st. 
Yet I for one am apprehensive about 
starting on so large a venture with no 
examination of the evidence. Funds for 
this purpose should not be sacrosanct 
and should compete with other sectors of 
the Federal budget. 

As an example, the request includes 
$1.5 billion of Security Supporting As
sistan_ce for Israel and Egypt alone. These 
funds would represent a straight cash 
transfer over which we would have es
sentially no control. Perhaps an outlay 
of this magnitude 1s fully justified, but 
I would be happier if I had the facts in 
support of it. 

This is the sort of question I am con
fident our International Relations and 
Appropriations Committees will be ask
ing when they examine these requests. At 
a time of such huge budgetary deficits, 
we cannot afford to rubberstamp any 
spending request, no matter how attrac
tive. 

I urge my colleagues to support this 
resolution with these caveats in mind. 

At this point I would like to include 
in the RECORD tables showing the budg
etary add-ons for security assistance in 
the President's Message of October 30 
and the distribution of these requests by 
category and country: 
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BUDGET ADD-ONS IN PRESIDENT'S MESSAGE OF OCT. 30, 1975 (SECURITY ASSISTANCE, MIDDLE-EAST PROGRAMS) 

[In millions of dollars) 

Budget authority Budget authority 

1st and 1st and 
2d Presi- Change 2d Presi- Change 

Fiscal Presi- budget dent's from Fiscal Presi- budget dent's from 
rear dent's resolu- message resolu- rear dent's resolu- message resolu-
975 budget tion of Oct. 30 tion 975 budget tion of Oct. 30 tion 

05(}---National defense: 1 150-lnternational affairs: 2 
$660 $580.4 $580.4 $1, 858.3 +$1, 277. 9 Grant military assistance__________ $550 $790.0 $383.0 $394.5 +$11.5 Security supporting assistance ______ 

Foreign military ______________ -------------- 30.0 30.0 30.0 ---------- Middle East special requirements 
100 25.0 25.0 50.0 +25.0 Foreign military credit sales________ 300 560.0 300.0 1, 065.0 +765.0 fund ______ -------- __________ 

Subtotal (050) ___ --------------- 850 1, 380.0 713.0 1, 489. 5 +776. 5 Subtotal (150>--------------- - -- 760 605.4 605.4 1, 908.3 +1, 302.9 

Total BA--- ---~- ---------- ---- 1, 610 1, 985.4 1, 318.4 3, 397. 8 +2,079.4 

Outlays: a 
802 1, 434.0 850.0 1, 211.4 +361.4 05(}---National defense ___ --------- ----

15(}---1 nternational affairs ____ ---------- 400 410.0 643.0 1, 169.4 +526. 2 

Total outlays ___________________ 1, 202 1, 844.0 1, 493.0 2, 380.8 887.6 

1 The credit sales BA would support a worldwide sales program of $2,400,000,000 of which 
$1,500,000,000 is for Israel. Israel would be "forgiven" $~50,000,000 of the credit and the balance 
of $750,000,000 would be funded by loans guaranteed by th1s account. 

2 Total amendment in BA required for President's program. 
s Total amendment for outlays for President's program. 

SUMMARY TABLES-SECURITY ASSISTANCE PROGRAM 
LEVELS 

(In millions of dollars) 

Fiscal year 1976 

Grant FMS 
MAP 1 Training credit 

EA__________________ $142.2 $8.0 $298.2 
-------------------Republic of China___________ : . 9 • 5 80.0 

Indonesia__ ___ ______ ___ ____ 19.4 2. 0 23.1 
Korea_ _____________ ___ __ __ 74.0 2.5 126.0 
Malaysia___ ____ __ ____________ _______ _ • 3 15.0 
Philippines___ ______ ________ 19.6 • 6 17.4 
Thailand___ ________________ 28.3 1. 7 36.7 
Training onlys_________________________ .4 ----------

================= NEA ________________ 101.7 3.5 1,625.0 

lsrae'---- -------- ---- -------------------- ----- 1, 500.0 
Jordan___ ____________ __ ___ 100.0 • 8 75.0 
lebanon_____________________________ • 2 5. 0 
Morocco_____ _______ ___ ________ ______ . 8 30.0 
Tunisia_ ___________________ 2. 2 . 4 15.0 
Yemen ____________ ________ 1. 5 • 5 ----- -~ - - -
Training onlys_____________ ___________ • 8 ----------

EUR _________________ 125.3 3. 7 240.0 

.8 110.0 
1. 0 ------ ----
1.8 130.0 
.1 - --- ------

AF ___ --------------- 11.7 2.5 31.5 

Ethiopia_________________ __ 11.7 . 9 10.0 
Kenya __________ -_------------------- 1.0 2.0 liberia __________ ___________________ _ .1 . 5 
Zaire ______________ ------------------ • 4 19.0 
Training only a _______________ ----- -- - - . 1 ----------

ARA. __ -------------====4=.=6====1=1.=4====1~8=0.=0 

:~fi~~!i~~~= ================------2T J 3::~ 
Brazi'---------------------- --------- 1.1 60.0 
Colombia__ _____ ___________ ___ __ _____ .8 16.0 
Dominican Republic_________ • 2 . 7 1. 0 
Ecuador______ ________________ ___ ____ 1.0 10.0 
El Salvador____________ ____ . 3 • 8 2. 5 
Guatemala_- -- ------------- . 2 . 4 1. 5 
Honduras________________ __ • 3 • 8 2. 5 
Mexico____ __ ____ ____________________ .1 5. 0 

~!~a:~~~~---~============ === : ~ : ~ ---- ---~~~ Paraguay_ ____ ____ _________ . 4 • 4 . 5 
Peru__ _____ __ ____ _________ __________ . 9 20.0 
Uruguay ____ _______________ . 6 • 5 2. 5 
Venezuela __ -------------------______ . 8 16. 0 
Training onlys________________________ • 2 ----------

General costs ______________ _ ==3=7.=1 ==.2= __ = __ = __ = __ = __ 

Total program__ _______ ____ _ 422.6 29.3 2, 374.7 
Financing__________________ .-28. 3 ------ - --- -1,534.7 

Budget authority_____ _ 394.3 29.3 840.0 
Drawdown payback___ ______ 323.9 --------------------

Appropriation________ 718.2 29.3 840. 0 

1 MAP figures include supply operations costs. 
2 Indicates FY 1976 MAP programs consisting of supply 

operations costs only. . 
a Training-only programs (Individual country pages om1tted 

from following text): 
Fiscal year 1976: 

f:s~~~~s!~~================== ================ o: ~~~ 
~:~i~~an============================= ===== === : ~~g Sri lanka__________________ ____________ __ ____ • 015 
Austria______________ ________________________ • 025 
Finland _____________ --------------- __ -------- • 025 
Ghana__________ _________________________ ____ .100 

~~rtr~~~---~=============== ====~========= ====== : ~~g 
Security Supporting Assistance 

(In millions of dollars) 
FISCAL YEAR 1976 

Bahrain -------------------------
Cyprus ---------------------------
Egypt ---------------------------
Greece --------------------------
Israel ---------------------------
Jordan --------------------------
~alta ----------------------------
Portugal --------------------------
Syria ----------------------------
Zaire -----------------------------
UNFICYP ------------------------
Operating expenses _______________ _ 

$0.6 
25.0 

750.0 
65.0 

740.0 
77.5 
9.5 

55.0 
90.0 
22.75 
9.6 

22.6 

Totals --------------------- 1867. 55 
Wddle East special requirements 

fund--------------------------- 50.0 
U.S. Sinai support mission ____ 20. 0 
Grants to West Bank PVOs____ 2. 0 
Egyptian early warntng sys-

tem----------------------- 13.0 
Other special requirements ____ 15.0 

The threat that paralyzes needed ac
tion today is monopolistic power over 
prices and wages. We need to take im
mediate and direct action to control those 
who would raise prices without regard to 
cost or demand. We need to adopt poli
cies that will prevent excessive wage in
creases unaccompanied by increases in 
productivity. Our economy needs to be 
restructured through the adoption of 
wage/price controls, controls which have 
the force of the law and economic justice 
behind them. If we had such a policy 
today, I :firmly believe this Congress 
could initiate programs that would re
turn us to full employment without in
flation. 

I conclude that this committee has 
done as much as it could do reasonably i:1 

:fiscal year 1976. If the modest economic 
growth contemplated in this resolution 
is accompanied by responsive monetary 
policy on the part of the Federal Reserve. 
we can at least get back on the gentle 
slopes of recovery. 

Mr. GONZALEZ. Mr. Chairman, I 
apprec1a te the complexity of the task 
that confronts the Budget Committee. I 
am grateful for the serious approach that 
the committee has taken, and for its 
earnest efforts to apply the principles of 
the Budget Control Act. 

Yet I do not believe that we have the 
information available to us that would 
enable any Member to reach a rational 
decision on t.he resolution. I do not be
lieve that there is adequate understand
ing of what the consequences of our 
decision will be. Even if there is adequate 
understanding, I do not believe that we 
have the information we need to pass 
judgment on the spending aggregates 
that are proposed. 

Since we are supposed to be aware of 
the consequences of our action on this 
resolution, although we do not know 
exactly how the necessary decisions will 
be made, I will not dwell on that point. 
Let me speak instead to the problem of 
the indigestible lump that we have been 
presented with . 

The beginnings of any budget lie in 
economic assumptions. Since economics 
is an inexact science, the broad question 
of how big the budget is depends on 
educated guesses about how the economy 
is going to perform. This guess leads to 
decisions about whether stimulus or 
restraint is needed. The assumptions on 
economic performance establish the basis 
for forecasting revenues, and certain un
controllable expenditures. Through the 
whole exercise, everyone knows that only 
about one-fourth · of the budget is con
trollable, at least in the short run. The 
bulk of it is predetermined by manda
tory expenditures for pay and pensions, 
for benefits and relief, and for myriad 
items that fall under the general heading 
of entitlement programs--of which 
general revenue sharing is a good 
example. 

Although there is a great deal of 
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scientific talk and bureaucratic push and 
pull, the truth is that the President's 
budget has a kind of life of its own. He 
may curse and wrangle, but in the end 
the total is pretty much what everybody 
expected it to be. For all his computers 
and bureaucrats, and for all the charts, 
the President's budget guess is generally 
n:ot far from the estimates that my 
friend and colleague, the chairman of 
the Committee on Appropriations, gives 
out from his own long experience and 
deep knowledge of how things work. 

But Congress has been stung by the 
charge that it lacks organization and 
support; it cannot control its own budget. 
So we have created our own Congres
sional Budget Office, and we have hired 
a respected budgeteer to run it. As it 
turns out, our budget estimates are about 
the same as those of the President, and 
almost exactly the same as our unscien
tific appropriations system projected. 
We have gained a layer of bureaucracy, 
and we have added another series of 
legislative tasks to the calendar, but it 
seems not to make much difference in the 
way things turn out. 

It may be that this will change, and 
that our budget office will prepare a 
much more detailed economic forecast 
and budgetary resolution. But if it does 
that, then what need will there be of the 
Office of Management and Budget? Who 
should we have an uptown and a down
town budget office? If we really want de
tailed control over the construction of 
the budget request, we would essentially 
be doing the j_ob of the OMB. 

But perhaps I misunderstand the func
tion of our budget office. Maybe the func
tion is to only give us a broari overview 
of the budget. But we already have the 
budget in brief, prepared and presented 
by the President. Our own resolution 
looks about the same, except that it is 
a lot less flashy. We might get a good 
overview simply by basing our resolution 
on the budget in brief. It contains about 
as little in the way of useful information 
as our own resolution does. 

The problem is of course not the 
budget, and not the resolution, but the 
numbers behind these things. What we 
do not know when we vote on an aggre
gate number for this or that function is 

' just ·what that number consists of. 
For every aggregate number, there are 

underlying assumptions. But we are not 
told in this resolution, nor in the report, 
just what those assumptions are. An ag
gregate for international affairs may 
contain a cut of a specific program, but 
we are not told of this. Therefore we are 
forced to vote blindfolded. Many of us 
might object, and in fact a majority 
might object, if we knew what lay under 
a particular aggregate number. 

But we are told that we can make de
cisions and judgments within a partic
ular aggregate. Any informed and ex
perienced member knows that there are 
precious few things in the budget that 
can be changed by a very significant 
amount. Therefore, when we talk glibly 
of some aggregate that calls for a billion
dollar cut in defense, we should be fore
warned that this would require large cuts 
in manpower or equipment purchases, or 
base closings, or all three. The people 
who put the aggregate together know 

these things, and know what the possible 
cuts are, but we do not. 

Here we have arrived at the heart of 
the problem. For if the budget resolution 
spells out too clearly what specific actions 
the resolution is based on, then the 
Budget Committee will have undercut 
the authority of every other committee 
in the Congress. The committee must di
rect the rest of us in a certain way, but 
leave sufficient room for the committees 
of jurisdiction to exercise a reasonable 
degree of responsibility. If the resolut,ion 
permits too much room, we have erected 
a budget control system that is mean
ingless and useless. If it permits too little 
room, we might as well go out of business 
after passing two resolutions a year. 

We would have a far more useful idea 
of the import and consequence of our 
budget resolution if there were more in
formation available in the report about 
controllability of expenditures. It means 
almost nothing to have a large number 
headed health, or one headed income se
curity, if you do not know how much of 
that is a controllable expenditure. After 
all, when you are talking about reduc
tions, the meat of the matter is not what 
the aggregate is, but what part of it can 
be controlled. Even if we did not know 
the specific parts of the aggregate that 
the committee thinks might be cut, we 
would at least be able to gauge whether 
the aggregate is realistic or not, in terms 
of the pluses and minuses that the com
mittee produces. 

If Members as a whole have little idea 
of what the impact of this resolution is 
going to be, I cannot help but wonder if 
the committee, itself, knows. For all its 
staff, for all its seriousness, its hard 
work, and high sense of purpose, I 
wonder if the committee truly under
stands the impact of its directive that 
the Department of Defense swallow $762 
million in outlays for pay increases. Is 
this on top of the 23,000 person reduction 
in civilian employment? We are merely 
told that the absorption is to be achieved 
by better management. Does the com
mittee know what it is mandating here? 
What is the basis for the assumption 
that this can, in fact, be done without 
seriously impairing the Department's ef
forts. The fact is that draconian cuts can 
induce inefficiency and losses to the Gov
ernment. Does the committee know, or 
have any assurance, that its edict is pru
dent? All we have is its declaration that 
it shall be done. 

Here is one of the very few specific 
things that we know would flow from this 
resolution. If the mind is open to doubt 
as to the committee's own competence to 
make this kind of demand, what doubts 
would we have if we knew all the other 
assumptions that this resolution is made 
of? 

Doubts might be soothed and troubled 
minds put to rest by the assurance that 
this resolution is only a big pie, and it 
can still be sliced as we see fit. But the 
slices are already made. What we do not 
know is how the knife got wielded. The 
pie is being cut from the bottom, and 
we will not know exactly how the slices 
will look until the knife emerges into 
plain sight. Then it will be too late. 

Our process is elaborate. It is based on 
a fine principle. It is being carried out by 

people of high conscience. But the reso
lution we have provides too little infor
mation for an intelligent decision. In 
terms of knowing what we are actually 
doing, the resolution provides no help at 
all. We are given a picture of a barn. We 
have no idea what is inside, if anything, 
or even if the barn is real. 

Mr. LEVITAS. Mr. Chairman, we h ave 
reached a deplorable state of fiscal af 
fairs in our country. With almost reck
less abandon, over the years we have 
spent ourselves into a situation whereby 
just to continue already existing pro
grams without any change would require 
over $368 billion for 1976. The budget 
resolution before us today expects Fed
eral Government expenditures to surpass 
$372 billion with revenues of only $300 
billion for the current year, thus cre
ating a deficit of $72 billion. This latter 
figure sadly enough is one of the few 
things that Congress and the Presiden t 
agree on. Something constructive and 
effective needs to be done. 

I have advocated and will continue to 
support an amendment to the Constitu
tion requiring Congress to adopt a bal
anced budget each year. Such a perma
nent commitment to fiscal responsibility 
is needed. 

Further, I have joined over 60 cf my 
colleagues in cosponsoring a bill designed 
to address the useless continuation of 
programs which should be streamlined or 
abolished. Entitled "The Truth in Budg
eting Act of 1975," this legislation would 
require that all Federal programs be 
evaluated from top to bottom every 2 
years. Based on the principal of zero
based budgeting which has been success
fully utilized in the State of Georgia for 
4 years, this procedure would avoid the 
common practice of adding on each year 
to a previous appropriation without ade
quate justification. I commend this leg
islation to all Members. 

Also, I am told that over 71 percent of 
the fiscal year 1976 budget is uncontrol
lable which I assume to mean that Con
gress has no say-so over the great ma
jority of outlays it is required to con
sider-euphemistically referred to as 
permanent appropriations, prior au
thority and entitlements. I do not accept 
the premise that these items are beyond 
congressional scrutiny and revision. 
Congress has the power to initiate spend
ing programs and I believe Congress has 
the authority, indeed the responsibility, 
to cut needless funding in all areas. 

With some reluctance, I intend to vote 
against the second concurrent resolution 
of the fiscal year 1976 budget (H. Con. 
Res. 466) before us today. I have listen
ed to the debate, studied the proposal 
and, most importantly, read my constitu
ent mail and I am convinced the House 
Concurrent Resolution 466 as reported by 
the House Budget Committee is an im
portant, albeit small step toward a 
sound, rational fiscal system. It sets a 
top limit or ceiling on federal spending in 
advance for the first time in history. 

However, the authorization, outlay and 
deficit figures disturb me deeply and I 
cannot vote for the high levels of spend
ing and debt which this resolution would 
authorize. I hope in the next fiscal year 
the levels of debt and spending will be at 
a level I can support becallSe I so firmly 
believe in the budget law process. 
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We have seen the process work. Since 
the first budget resolution last May, 
House action is $2.3 billion below the ex
penditure targets. This means the new 
budget system can work and lead us to 
the day of the balanced budget. 

I -realize that a part of the Federal 
budget, such as unemployment compen
sation, is sensitive to and fluctuates with 
the state of the economy. However; I 
have supported and will continue to work 
for necessary reform in such areas as so
cial security, health programs, food 
stamps, and regulatory agencies to aile
via te the impact on the budget of such 
economic fluctuations. 

The O'Neill amendment to House Con
current Resolution 466 would create a 
higher level of budget authority and out
lays resulting in an increased public 
debt. I do not feel this amendment is 
necessary. The purpose of House Con
current Resolution 466 is to establish 
overall maximum spending levels with
out getting bogged down in specific pro
grams or functional categories, thus al
lowing Congress in the future to allocat.e 
funds within limits to priority programs 
and categories. Simply increasing the 
maximum spending figures in House 
Concurrent Resolution 466 as the O'Neill 
amendment would do will not guarantee 
that the increased level of funding will 
go to any particular program. I support 
many of the objectives which the major
ity leader says he hopes his amendment 
will accommodate. However, the O'Neill 
amendment is not a guaranteed source 
of funding for these items; it is simply 
an increase in an already inflated budget. 

We must have a balanced budget, but 
it cannot be done in midstream for this 
fiscal year. The proposer of the balanced 
budget amendment himself acknowl
edged that it would possibly send us 
deeper into recession with 10 percent un
employment. Such a move at this late 
date with no indication of where cuts 
would be made would require a ·$72 bil
lion reduction in outlays and would come 
out of all programs from defense to social 
security to unemployment compensation. 
In the very near future, a balance be
tween revenues and expenditures can be 
reached after a thorough study of where 
cuts should be made. 

I believe this budget resolution as re
ported by the Budget Committee exem
plifies a process at work which will soon 
prove that this Congress is serious about 
saving and prudently spending the pub
lic's money. 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Chairman, I have 
no further requests for time. 

The CHAIRMAN. There being no fur
ther requests for time, the Clerk will 
read the concurrent resolution. 

The Clerk read the concurrent reso
lution as follows: 

Resolved by the House of Representatives 
(the Senate concurring), That the Congress 
hereby determines and declares, pursuant 
to section 310(a) of the Congressional Budg
et Act of 1974, that for the fiscal year begin
ning on July 1, 1975--

( 1) the recommended level of Federal rev
enues is $301,800,000,000, and the House Com
mittee on Ways and Means and the Senate 
Committee on Finance sha.ll submit to their 
respective Houses legislation to decrease Fed
eral revenues by approximately $5,400,000,-
000; 

( 2) the appropriate level of total new 
budget authority is $400,492,000,000; 

(3) the ·appropriate level of total budget 
outlays is $373,768,000,000; 

(4) the amount of the deficit in the budget 
which is appropriate in the light of econom
ic conditions and all other relevant factors 
is $71,968,000,000; and 

(5) the appropriate level of the public debt 
is $620,400,000,000. 

AMENDMENT OFFERED BY MR. O'NEILL 

Mr. O'NEILL. Mr. Chairman, I offer 
an amendment. 

The Clerk read as follows: 
Amendment offered by Mr. O'NEILL: Strike 

out line 10 on page 1 and all that follows 
down through line 7 on page 2, and insert 
in lieu thereof the following: 

(2) the appropriate level of total new 
budget authority is $409,004,000,000; 

(3) the appropriate level of total budget 
outlays is $374,891,000,000; 

(4) the amount of the deficit in the budget 
which is appropriate in the light of economic 
conditions and all other relevant factors is 
$73,091,000,000; and 

( 5) the appropriate level of the public 
debt is $621,500,000,000. 

Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Chairman, I move 
that the Committee do now rise. 

The motion was agreed to. 
Accordingly the Committee rose; and 

the Speaker having resumed the chair, 
Mr. BoLLING, Chairman of the Commit
tee of the Whole House on the State of 
the Union, reported that that Committee, 
having had under consideration the con
current resolution (H. Con. Res. 466) 
revising the congressional budget for the 
U.S. Government for the fiscal year 1976, 
and directing certain reconciliation ac
tion, had come to no resolution thereon. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. ADAMS. Mr. Speaker, I ask unani

mous consent that all Members be per
mitted to · revise and extend their re
marks, and to include extraneous mate
rial, in the consideration of House Con
current Resolution 466. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Wash
ington? 

There was no objection? 

PERMISSION FOR COMMITTEE ON 
WAYS AND MEANS TO HAVE UN
TIL MIDNIGHT, NOVEMBER 13, 
1975, TO FILE REPORT ON TITLE II 
OF H.R. 10481, INTERGOVERN
MENTAL EMERGENCY ASSISTANT 
ACT 
Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that the Committee 
on Ways and Means may have until mid
night, Thursday night, November 13, 
1975, to file a report on H.R. 10481 along 
with any minority, additional or separate 
views. 

The SPEAKER. Is there objection to 
the request of the gentleman from Ore
gon? 

There was no objection. 

STATEMENT OF CHAIRMAN AL ULL
MAN WITH RESPECT TO THE RULE 
TO BE REQUESTED FOR CONSID
ERATION OF TITLE II OF H.R. 
10481 
(Mr. ULLMAN asked and · was given 

permission to address the House for 1 

minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. ULLMAN. Mr. Speaker, on Novem
ber 11, 1975, the Committee on Ways and 
Means favorably acted on a substitute 
for title II of H.R. 10481, as reported by 
the Committee on Banking, Currency 
and Housing and which has been sequen
tially referred to the Committee on 
Ways and Means. 

I take this occasion to advise my Dem
ocratic colleagues in the House as to the 
type of rule which I will request for con
sideration of title II of H.R. 10481 on the 
floor of the House. 

The committee instructed me to re
quest the Committee on Rules to grant. 
a closed rule for the consideration of title 
II of H.R. 10481 which would only pro
vide for committee amendments-which 
would not be subject to amendment. 

We intend to file the committee report 
on title II of H.R. 10481 by midnight, 
Thursday night, November 13, 1975. It 
is our intention to request a hearing be
fore the Committee on Rules concurrent
ly with the Committee on Banking Cur
rency and Housing. 

RESIGNATION AS A MANAGER OF 
H.R. 3474 . 

The SPEAKER laid before the House 
the following resignation as a manager 
of H.R. 3474: 

Ron. CARL ALBERT, 
The Speaker, 

WASHINGTON, D.C., 
November 11, 1975. 

U.S. House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. SPEAKER: Please accept this as 
my resigna tlon from your designation as a 
manager of H.R. 3474. 

I shall se,t forth my reasons for resigning 
in a statement on the floor of the House 
today. 

Respectfully, 
TENO RoNCALIO, 

Congressman for Wyoming. 

The SPEAKER. Without objection, the 
resignation will be accepted. 

There was no objection. 

RESIGNATION AS MANAGER OF 
H.R. 3474 

<Mr. RONCALIO asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute and to revise and extend his re
marks.) 

Mr. RONCALIO. Mr. Speaker, I was 
appointed by you on September 5, 1975, 
to serve as a manager on the part of the 
House for the conference committee con
sidering the Energy Research and De
velopment Administration authorization 
for fiscal year 1976. 

Today, the conferees met for the first 
time and elected a chairman for the 
conference, Mr. TEAGUE. The conferees 
then agreed to a motion by Mr. McCoR
MACK to separate the conferees into nu
clear and nonnuclear groups each con
sidering these respective parts of the 
bill. I was in opposition to this motion. 

Mr. Speaker, the subject matter of 
this legislation is not divided by title 
into nuclear and nonnuclear matters. It 
provides funding for all ERDA energy 
programs. Nor were we named specifi
cally by you to act as managers and 
conferees on specific titles or subject 
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areas of the legislation. There were no 
restrictions at the time of appointment. 

Mr. Speaker, I have spent the last 3 
years in the House almost totally ab
sorbed in energy matters, both nuclear 
and nonnuclear. The entire bill has mat
ters in it of great importance to the 
people of my State and to me as their 
Representative. I could not agree with 
the McCormack motion which would 
have prohibited me from voting on coal 
and other fossil fuel R. & D. funding 
and other items of vital interest to my 
State. I, therefore, have no alternative 
but to respectfully resign this confer
ence. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
Mr. BRECKINRIDGE. Mr. Speaker, I 

was present and voted "yea" on roll No. 
644, H.R. 10339, a bill encouraging the di
rect marketing of agricultural commodi
ties from farmers to consumers and im
mediately upon casting my "yea" vote on 
this bill, which I cosponsored, I phoned 
my staff concerning its passage. My vote 
was not recorded due, evidently, to a mal
function in the electronic voting equip
ment. 

DISILLUSIONMENT WITH THE 
UNITED NATIONS 

(Mr. DENT asked and was given per
mission to address the House for 1 min
ute and to revise and extend his re
marks.> 

Mr. DENT. Mr. Speaker, I cannot in 
1 minute say the things I want to say, 
so I have asked for permission to revise 
_and extend my remarks. 

My disillusionment with the United 
Nations started with the Korean confiict, 
on through the Vietnamese confiict, and 
it culminated, I think, in the situation 
where we found ourselves fighting prac
tically singlehanded to try to maintain 
the two Chinas position in the U.N. No 
other episode in the U.N. records will go 
down in its history as more disgraceful 
than the denial of membership to an in
dependent nation that has been an in
dustrious, self-sustaining independent 
member of that body. 

Mr. Speaker, the incident of last night 
must mark a new phase in our thinking 
as to how much longer we can partici
pate in international affairs alone and 
singlehanded. The duties and the pre
scriptions that were contained in the 
birth of the U.N. have been completely 
disregarded. For many years now the 
United States has had to go it alone in 
trying to protect our principles and a 
moral climate of this world. 

The world must not continue any 
longer in its disregard of the liberality in 
time, money, and effort for world under
standing, moral obligation, and peace 
promotion efforts of the United States 
and its citizens. 

There must be an end to the ingrati
tude shown so often by the beneficiaries 
of the U.S. efforts. 

First, Taiwan was forced out of the 
U.N. Second, Rhodesia met the same fate. 
Now, Israel feels the sting of Soviet and 
Third World arrogance. 

World peace is not nearer, its further 
away than ever. 

World peace rests on understanding, 
good will, and good institutions. 

Find these ingredients and world 
peace will be achieved, with or without 
the U.N. 

Last night's action causes many 
thoughts to come to the front. 

Time wont all but a few pertinent 
points to be explored. 

I want to call your attention to the 
action of the U.N. in the three key votes 
accepted by the General Assembly last 
night, equating Zionism with racism and 
the two Palestinian resolutions, giving 
the PLO the right to be included on its 
own terms as an equal partner in the 
Middle East peace talks and establishing 
a 20-nation U.N. committee on the exer
cise of the inalienable rights of the .Pal
estinian peoples. 

This is adding insult to injury when 
the PLO spokesman thanked the delega
tion and voted to continue its struggle 
by political, economic, and military 
means. 

If one had any doubts as to what was 
going to happen with the passage of this 
resolution, the statement of the PLO 
spokesman which emphasized military 
means of implementing the U.N. resolu
tion ought to be a warning to all of us. 

Earlier I expressed my doubts against 
the U.N.'s emcacy as a peace-keeping 
force started in the Korean conflict and 
come on through since including the 
disastrous venture in Vietnam and the 
exclusion from the C.N. of the nonof
fending, industrious, progressive, and 
peaceful nation of Taiwan for the doubt
ful admission of Red China, the results of 
which are not yet in. 

The United States has borne the major 
part of all the costs of the U.N. since 
its creation and its influence is equalled 
in the General Assembly by the vote of 
the smallest nation's membership. The 
American people have generously given 
billions of dollars and too much of its 
time and effort to the emancipation and 
independence of the Third World nations 
to be treated as one would treat an un
wanted child. 

Congress had the courage a few weeks 
ago to deny funds for the U.S. participa
tion in the ILO, headquartered in Ge
neva. The reason was plain and clear
not one constructive result has come 
from the many problems and the high 
aims ·that issued from the ILO. One can 
look with the same end results to the 
U.N. if this type of irresponsibility on the 
part of the U.N. majority membership 
continues. There have been some good 
and meaningful programs advanced by 
the U.N. Of late U.N. actions may jeop
ardize all programs. 

While the U.N. is supposed to be the 
instrument of all the nations and carry 
the burden of resolving the seeming eter
nal problems by the various nations, it 
has been the American taxpayers that 
have paid the bill. 

It is no secret that the entire national 
debt of the United States plus many bil
lions more have been spent on economic 
and military aid in greater or lesser sums 
to every nation in the world. In fact, we 
could not even wait until the independ
dence of Angola was declared yesterday 
before we started giving foreign aid to 
Angola as if it were an independent 
nation rather than a Portuguese colony. 

In this instance it might be good to 
realize how far we have dropped in rec
ognizing our own obligations to our own 
member States and our own people in 
general. When we have the administra
tion adamantly opposed to any kind of 
aid for the beleaguered city of New York, 
while at the same time asking $4,700,-

-000,000 for the Mideast and $400,000,000 
for foreign aid to other nations. In the 
same breath. A total of $7,100,000 000 in 
a time of greater needs at home. ' 
. International interest and regard is 
Important for the United States and all 
nations but it never should have become 
the primary interest of the American 
Nation through its various administra
tions. It is my opinion that if the people 
knew to what extent internationalism 
has taken over the priorities in this Na
tion, there would be a revolt by the peo
ples that would be disastrous to our Na
tion. Reason would be disregarded and 
the good would fall with the bad. 

It is a little known fact that if we were 
producing all the goods and products 
consumed by the citizens of this country, 
we would have full employment and still 
would import enough goods and products 
that would give a substantial economic 
assist to all the trading nations. 

No nation can survive economically in 
the free trade world when the basis of 
trade is greed and not need. 

Add to the methods of U.N. irrespon
sibility those of economic boycott and 
sanctions, lt becomes hard for the Amer
ican people to live with, and harder for 
the Congress to support. 

We have reached the point where the 
spoiled, indulged children rise up to 
spank the permissive parent. 

The U.N. has become a forum for the 
vituperation of the emerging nations, to 
be couched in resolutions and foisted up
on the world as enlightened foreign re
lations. We have been passive for too 
long in the charade that is the U.N. to
day. Unless we can regain the major part 
of our influence and prestige in this or
ganization it will remain as a potent 
force against all that the United States 
has come to represent. 

THE U.N. RESOLUTION ON ZIONISM 

(Mr. SCHEUER asked and was given 
permission to address the House for 1 
minute, to revise and extend his remarks 
and include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. SCHEUER. Mr. Speaker, I wish 
to join my colleagues in expressing shock 
and horror at the infamous resolution, 
passed yesterday by the United Nations, 
in which Zionism was equated with 
racism. 

Mr. Speaker, it may be that my col
league, the gentleman from Florida <Mr. 
FASCELL), is correct when he calls this 
resolution a cheap shot. If it is nothing 
more than a cheap shot and if it is not 
really meant to be taken seriously, then 
it ought to be erased from the books as 
soon as possible. 

However, if it is meant to be more than 
a cheap shot, meant to have substance 
and reality, then it is going to make our 
work with the U.N. very difficult-if not 
impossible. And the tragedy is that our 
support has been ~iven not only to the 
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PERSONAL EXPLANATION General Assembly and the Security 
Council and its peacekeeping functions 
but also to the specialized agencies of the 
U.N. which have had much more positive, 
although less publicized, results. It may 
soon become virtually impossible to justi
fy any further support to these produc
tive and humanitarian organizations. 

Thus, we are witnessing an interna- . 
tiona! Gresham's law at work-with the 
evil driving out the good, and poisoning, 
demeaning, and perverting the meaning 
and purposes of the United Nations, once 
viewed by many of us as mankind's best 
hope for peace and friendship among the 
nations of the world. 

Mr. Speaker, there are other consid
erations which we would do well to re
member. Thirty years ago the Nazi as
sault on humanity in general and their 
genocidal drive against the Jewish peo
ple came to an end. 

Thirty years later-November 10, 
1975-we have come full circle to an un
precedented display of venomous anti
Semitism by 72 nations unmatched since 
Hitler's death. 

Mr. Speaker, I am a very proud Zion
ist. So are my parents and so are my 
children. We have asked for the right of 
our coreligionists who have been driven 
all across the face of the Earth to live a 
peaceful, productive life in a land which 
the Jewish people have inhabited for 
thousands of years. There has been no 
more noble, altruistic or peaceful na
tional movement in human history than 
Zionism. 

Today, Mr. Speaker, 72 nations, call
ing themselves the United Nations, have 
unleashed a furious assault on me and my 
family, on the Jewish people and, indeed, 
on human decency. 

Standing he.re in this great country, 
and in this Chamber where the hopes 
and aspirations of mankind have focused 
for 200 years, and in which I have long 
supported the development of the United 
Nations as a hope for world peace, I must 
say that it is no longer true that the 
General Assembly is our last hope or any 
hope at all for peace and friendship 
among nations. 

Mr. Speaker, 72 nations have turned 
the United Nations in to a forum to prop
agate anti-Semitism. It ' is no longer 
tolerable. 

If there is not a swift and positive res
olution to this problem, then I call for 
the United States to cease its participa
tion in and contributions to the General 
Assembly of the United Nations; further
more, I call on the President and the 
Congress to consider the removal of t~e 
General Assembly from within the ter
ritory of the United States. 
-I would regret any action which would 
impede the efforts of the United Na
tions' specialized agencies, including the 
World Health Organization in Ge
neva, the U.N. Industrial Develop
ment Organization in Vienna, the Food 
and Agricultural Organization in Rome, 
and the International Civil Aviation 
Organization in Montreal. These orga
nizations each have benefited mankind in 
unique ways, such as aiding in stemming 

the international flow o.f narcotic and 
psychotropic drugs by the U.N. Interna
tional Narcotic Control Board of Geneva. 
However, the infamous and inherently 
evil resolution against Zionism runs di
rectly counter to our own Nation's tradi
tion and fundamental principles of 
morality and decency. 

Accordingly, I can see no way in which 
the United States can continue to in
volve itself in any further association 
with the General Assembly, unless there 
is a prompt resolution of this matter. 
And if the lopsided majority in the Gen
eral Assembly makes any effort to put the 
evil precepts of this resolution into prac
tice, I would favor the prompt expulsion 
of the United Nations in its entirety 
from within U.S. territory. 

Mr. Speaker, I consider it especially 
ironic that the nations of Egypt and Jor
dan voted in support of this vicious res
olution because they profess to be act
ing in the interests of the Palestinians. 
If Egypt and Jordan are truly concerned 
with the welfare of the Palestinians, then 
why did they not act in their behalf 
when they had the opportunity to do so? 

In the 19 years between 1948 and 1967, 
the Egyptian and Jordanian Govern
ments had ample opportunity to estab
lish a Palestinian State in the Gaza 
Strip, then controlled by the Egyptians, 
and on the West Bank, then con trolled 
by the Jordanians. Instead of helping 
their brethren, they forced them to live 
in dirty, overcrowded refugee camps. On 
several occasions, I visited those camps. 
The dilapidated, sleazy physical condi
tions and the pervasive despair of the 
residents were totally degrading. 

There was almost no effort made to 
help these people then; in fact, there 
was a concentrated effort made to pre
vent them from being integrated with 
the rest of their Arab neighbors. The 
Palestinians, once a thorn in the side of 
the Arabs, have now become their cause 
celebre. What is the reason for this? Is 
it that the Arabs intend to use the Pales
tinians as a means of continuing the 
strife between the Arab world and Israel? 

The United Nations have used this res
olution to make the primary role of the 
U.N. Security Council much more dif
ficult. As long as this wretched resolu
tion-which is a harbinger of war and 
not of peace--remains as a stain on the 
record of the U.N., a cold war stands in 
the way of peace. 

Mr. Speaker, Chaim Herzog, the Is
raeli Ambassador to the United Nations, 
said: 

This was the night--November 10, 1938-
when Hitler's Nazi storm troops launched a 
coordinated attack on the Jewish commu
nity in Germany, burned the synagogues ln 
all its cities, destroyed Jewish holy books and 
attacked Jewish homes. 

Mr. Speaker, we can do no less than 
bring to bear all of the resolution of the 
American people to assure that the 
events unleashed on November 10, 1538, 
will not be repeated by Nazi Germany's 
72 heirs on November 10, 1975. 

I know that the American people stand 
with us against the new nazism of 1976. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle
man from California (Mr. BELL), is rec
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. BELL. Mr. Speaker, I wish to 
make just a brief report on my personal 
finances in connection with a vote soon 
to come before us on one of my commit
tees. 

I have an interest in a number of oil 
shale leases of varying potential in Pi
ceanae Creek Basin in western Colorado. 
These leases were obtained almost a 
quarter of a century ago, long before I 
entered elective politics. 

At various times in the past, we haNe 
attempted to sell these leases, but have 
never reached an agreement with pros
pective buyers. One reason for this is 
that our leases are scattered and not lo
cated in a compact block of land. 

I make this declaration because I serve 
on the Fossil Fuels Subcommittee of the 
Science and Technology Committee and 
intend to cast a vote in favor of an 
a:rp.endment that would eliminate Fed
eral financing "lf shale oil in Colorado, 
which I strongly support on its merits. 

I will clearly be voting contrary to my 
own economic interest. But because I 
have chosen to be recorded on this vote, 
I felt I have a moral obligation to my 
colleagues to report my personal involve
ment in this area. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gen
tleman from New Jersey (Mr. RINALDo) 
is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. RINALDO. Mr. Speaker, unfor
tunately, I was absent. for yesterday's 
session of the House due to a previous 
engagement. I supported the four dis
trict bills up for approval yesterday and, 
had I been present, I would have voted 
in favor of their adoption. 

On Monday, I attended the conven
tion of the National Association of Mu
tual Insurance Agents, where I was pre
sented their "Federal Man of the Year" 
award. It was a great honor for me per
sonally, and I will long remember that 
occasion. 

I would also like to commend my col
leagues for adopting H.R. 6461, which 
provides long-range funding for the Cor
poration for Public Broadcasting. As a 
member of the Interstate and Foreign 
Commerce Committee, I supported this 
legislation and hope it will soon be en
acted into law. 

MODEL SECONDARY SCHOOL FOR 
THE DEAF AT GALLAUDET COL
LEGE MAKES SIGNIFICANT IM
PRINT IN EDUCATION OF HAND
ICAPPED 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Kansas (Mr. SHRIVER), is rec
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. SHRIVER. Mr. Speaker, as a mem
ber of the House Labor-HEW Appropria-
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tions Subcommittee, I have supported 
and observed the achievement of a neces
sary objective in the education of the 
handicapped by Gallaudet College, here 
in Washington. 

There is a unique complex now under 
construction which represents a success
ful partnership between the Federal Gov
ernment and Gallaudet in pioneering 
new techniques and refinements in edu
.cation of the deaf. 

This partnership, created through an 
act of Congress by Public Law 89-694 in 
1966, was intended to establish a national 
model for secondary education of the 
deaf. The school's concept included the 
generation and national dissemination 
o: new educational techniques a.s well 
as the education of high school students 
with innovative hearing equipment to 
prepare them for college and advanced 
study. 

As I recall, the Congress felt strongly 
that a model school with sufficiently large 
student population could be the incu
bator for new techniques and refine
ments in the education of the deaf. 

This model school was initiated in the 
1969 academic year with 10 students, 
teachers, and staff in a temporary build
ing. In July 1969, the architectural/en
gineering firm of Hudgins, Thompson, 
Ball & Associates was selected to design 
the school's permanent facilities, and to 
fulfill our congressional mandate for in
novative designs and excellence of archi
tecture. 

These facilities are nearing completion, 
and without much of the usual undue 
delays and costs that are often expe
rienced in the Washington area. 

The school, in the meantime, has ex
panded its enrollment to over 100 stu
dents and trained its staff and faculty 
so that visiting educators are already 
receiving important benefits from the 
model secondary school's program. The 
school also is developing and distribut
ing throughout the Nation program data 
that is improving the quality of edu
cation for the young deaf. 

All of us who are concerned with prog
ress on a national level in techniques 
and meaningful education of the handi
capped can take pride in the accomplish
ments of Gallaudet and its model sec
ondary school for the deaf. I congratu
late the administration, faculty and 
staff, along with all others who have par
ticipated in the realization of this goal. 

CONGRESSIONAL OVERSIGHT OF 
THE INTERNAL REVENUE SERVICE 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Iowa <Mr. MEZVINSKY) is rec
ognized for 30 minutes. 

Mr. MEZVINSKY. Mr. Speaker, in the 
November 5, 1975, issue of the Los Ange
les Times, Donald Alexander, Commis
sioner of the Internal Revenue Service, 
referred to members of congressional 
oversight committees as "faceless liars" 
and "a small goon squad of congressional 
investigators." As a member of one of 
those committees-the Government Op-

erations Subcommittee on Commerce, 
Consumer and Monetary Affairs-! am 
personally offended by his intemperate 
remarks. The Members of Congress have 
earned better treatment than to be pub
licly ridiculed for fulfilling their con
gressional mandate to oversee the agen
cies they create. Mr. Alexander's ill
founded and malicious statements, in
stead of extinguishing the charges 
against his agency, have only served to 
fire the investigation. 

The Internal Revenue Service, like 
other agencies that maintain confiden
tial files, has led a charmed life above 
reproach-above reproach not because 
they have been perfect, but above re
proach because Congress has not been 
able to properly exercise its oversight 
responsibilities. Oversight committees, 
such as the Commerce, Consumer, and 
Monetary Affairs Subcommittee, are 
looking at agency practices and expect
ing answers to proper questions. We can 
no longer accept evasive answers and 
empty assurances. We are tired of read
ing in the paper on Thusrday that testi
mony given on Capitol Hill on Monday 
was in error, or incomplete, or, in some 
cases, deliberately misleading. 

Government agencies should welcome 
oversight, not shrink from it. Thoroughly 
scrutinizing an agency established by 
Congress to make sure that it functions 
within its mandate and the law is the 
role of our committee. If an agency, or 
its administrator, is not up to standards, 
then it is the Congress' obligation to 
challenge its work and legislatively cor
rect the defects. In pursuing our investi
gations, we are not "liars" or a "goon 
squad of congressional investigators," 
and should not be subject to such 
charges. 

The need for more oversight, instead 
of less, is clear. The unwillingness of the 
ms to subject itself to scrutiny does not 
dispel the doubts surrounding the agency, 
but rather adds to them. 

During our investigation, Commis
sioner Alexander has appeared before our 
subcommittee numerous times and at 
each meeting a new undercover operation 
or coded project or covert activity of the 
IRS was revealed. At every meeting we 
hear that the latest shocking revelation 
will be the last. At every meeting we 
hear pledges to correct the unchecked 
and unauthorized practices of agents 
across the Nation. But none of us feel 
that we are less likely to hear of another 
improper IRS activity because of the 
promises we have received, but rather 
wait for a new shock wave of accusa
tions and denials. 

The first questionable practice called 
to the attention of our subcommittee 
was that of Operation Leprechaun, an 
undercover operation in the Miami area 
that exceeded its legitimate bounds and 
resulted in snooping into the sex and 
drinking habits of well known public fig
ures, many of whom were not even tan
gentially connected with alleged tax 
evasion. 

Although administrative steps were 
taken to remedy the excessively broad 

information-gathering practices, there is 
still widespread dissent both in and out 
of the ms regarding the efficacy of those 
measures. 

Another area which raised the con
cern of the subcommittee was the failure 
of IRS to follow up on the tax-related 
information revealed during the Water
gate hearings in the Senate and the im
peachment hearings in the House. While 
the ms agrees that illegal campaign 
contributions have tax consequences, the 
agency does not appear to be diligently 
pursuing them to their logical conclu
sion. Testimony before the subcommittee 
revealed that the Senate Select Commit
tee on Campaign Activities, the House 
Judiciary Committee, and the Special 
Prosecutor's Office turned over campaign 
contribution information to the ms. 
That information was all fed into a com
puter for retention and analysis, but the 
IRS subsequently rendered the computer 
and all the information programed into 
it virtually useless. 

The most recent ms-related matter 
before the committee was Commissioner 
Alexander's decision to suspend Project 
Haven, a massive investigation geared 
toward the prosecution of tax evaders 
who were using foreign tax shelters to 
escape taxation. After almost 10 years 
of ms work, Alexander halted the in
vestigation due to a questionable act on 
the part of one ms informant more 
than 2 years ago. The act precipitating 
the suspension was the removal from the 
briefcase of a bank employee of names 
and account numbers of persons holding 
accounts in the Castle Bank & Trust. 
Ca.stle Trust is located in the Bahamas 
and the owner of the briefcase was a 
British citizen. Because of Bahamian law, 
these numbered accounts are not subject 
to disclosure. Testimony before the com
mittee revealed that there were over 300 
names involving organized crime figures, 
prominent businessmen, and other very 
well-known taxpayers. Working with the 
information, ms agents were on the 
verge of breaking one of the largest tax 
eva.sion schemes in recent history. Suc
cessful completion of Project Haven 
could possibly bring in hundreds of mil
lions of dollars in delinquent tax reve
nues and result in the conviction of many 
who are the most flagrant abusers of our 
tax system. 

As if the magnitude of Project Haven 
and the tacit agreement that the brief
case incident violated no law were not 
enough to place the suspension decision 
into doubt, other charges of Alexander's 
impropriety have been made in relation 
to this project. For example, news reports 
state that Mr. Alexander's former law 
firm wa.s mentioned in some Castle Trust 
records. Although the relevancy of this 
is unclear, Mr. Alexander ha.s neither 
resolved the problem nor turned it over 
in a timel~ fashion to an independent 
branch. 

The information regarding Project 
Haven is not complete. I, for one, am 
convinced that we have seen only the 
tip of the iceberg. Instead of making 
accusations about committee integrity 
and purpose, Mr. Alexander would be 
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better advised to cooperate with the com
mittee and help to repair the damage 
done to IRS image in the past few years. 

One thing is clear from Mr. Alex
ander's remarks and those of others; the 
IRS is in turmoil. Agents have com
plained, and rightly so, that their work 
is fruitless. They meticulously build 
cases like Project Haven that could bring 
in millions of back tax dollars only to 
see them bottled up in Washington. Ad
mittedly, the Commissioner has resumed 
the work on Project Haven, but the agent 
in charge of developing the case has been 
shuffled off to routine chores. 

In testimony before our subcommittee, 
Mr. Alexander and others from the IRS 
concur that hundreds of millions ·of dol
lars could have been funneled into over
seas tax shelters. These funds come from 
enterprises that cut across the fabric 
of our society-both legitimate and il
legitimate business practices. Although 
all agree that foreign bank accounts 
serve to shelter income earned in the 
United States from income taxes, grossly 
inadequate resources are allocated by 
the IRS for investigation of these mat
ters. The ms•s lack of pursuit in these 
classes of tax matters only serves to pro
tect these tax evaders from the law. Fail
ure to prosecute those who would avail 
themselves of- these illegal foreign tax 
shelters only helps the superrich and, 
by releasing them from their tax liabil
ities, increases the burden on the middle
income taxpayer who dutifully reports 
all his income. 

Tied to the issue of foreign trusts are 
the allegations made during Watergate 
that illegal campaign contributions were 
siphoned into foreign accounts, but thus 
far, no cases have been brought. Under
standing that the Special Prosecutor may 
have some role in these cases, it should 
still be within the good-faith efforts of 
the agency to maintain the information 
for easy retrieval should the tax matters 
fall back into their agency's jurisdiction. 

We all know that a great deal of ms 
investigatory work is conducted by in
formants, persons who believe that it is 
wrong for certain individuals to avoid 
taxes. These persons, too, are being 
stifled and discouraged by Alexander's 
actions. In developing Project Haven, the 
IRS relied on just such an informer, a 
man with connections to Castle Trust, 
the key to Project Haven. When the deci
sion was made to suspend the project, 
another decision-a callous one-was 

. made concerning the informant who had 
fed information to IRS for years. In his 
press conference announcing Haven's 
suspension, Alexander gave a great many 
details about the informant's life. Any
one involved with Project Haven would 
be able to easily identify the informant. 
In my mind, this was a needless sacrifice 
of an individual. The informant, referred 
to as TW -24, has every reason to be 
afraid now. Some of the names he gave 
to IRS are allegedly connected with or
ganized crime. Alexander has turned 
TW-24 from a respectable citizen into a 
marked man who must fear for his life. 

The task of the Internal Revenue Serv
ice is to be the tax collector for the Na-

tion. As such, it traditionally has not, 
and indeed cannot, become embroiled in 
politics. Our voluntary tax system is 
based on the IRS' mandate to collect 
taxes fairly and evenhandedly. But in 
recent times, charges of IRS' nonpolitical 
nature have been raised. In the previous 
administration it was shown that ene
mies of the administration were harassed 
and friends were given special treatment. 

No matter what Mr. Alexander says, 
how often he protests, how vicious his at
tacks become, we in the Congress and 
on the subcommittee will perform our 
jobs. The sooner he recognizes that 
fundamental fact of our conviction; the 
sooner we can clear the reputation of the 
Internal Revenue Service and restore the 
faith of the American public by insuring 
that one of its most basic institutions en
forces the law as it is written. 

THE VIETNAM VETERAN CONGRES
SIONAL INTERN PROGRAM 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle
man from New York (Mr. WoLFF) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. WOLFF. Mr. Speaker, most of the 
country will celebrate Veterans Day to
day, paying tribute to the men and wom
en who served and fought to preserve our 
independence and security. While we can 
never wholly repay the debt we owe to 
the Nation's veterans, we can, and must, 
show by our words and actions that their 
heavy sacrifice did not go unheeded. 

Unfortunately, Mr. Speaker, there are 
veterans today who rightfully have be
gun to question whether the Nation truly 
appreciates or understands the service 
which they rendered, or the sacrifices 
which they made. I speak particularly of 
the Vietnam veteran. The unpopularity 
of the Vietnam war and the divisiveness 
it created in the American community 
has tainted the country's attitude to
ward those who served in Vietnam. The 
Vietnam veteran must contend with the 
ambivalent, and sometimes hostile, at
tude of many Americans while at the 
same time trying to cope with the re
adjustment to civilian life. He came home 
at a time when the country was trying 
to push Vietnam far back in the past, at 
a time when the economy was on a down
swing and unemployment was on the 
rise. In too many cases, the obstacles he 
encountered far outweighed the assist
ance he received. Thus, we have an un
employment rate for Vietnam veterans 
that consistently hovers above the na
tional average; 25 percent of young vets, 
age 20 to 24, are out of work. Veterans 
in about half the States cannot afford 
the tuition costs at public colleges and 
universities, and legislation to give them 
a greater deg.ree of assistance and flexi
bility in the use of their benefits remainS 
opposed by the administration and tied 
up in committee. 

It is small wonder that so many 
young veterans are disillusioned. They, 

and in many cases their families, feel 
alienated from the American main
stream and disenchanted with their 
Government. 

Then, too, there are the families of 
those who did not come home, the fami
lies of the missing in action. They must 
wage a constant battle with the ad
ministration and carry on persistent ef
forts within the Congress so that their 
missing will not be forgotten. I wonder 
how many Americans realize that there 
are over 800 men missing in action in 
Southeast Asia. In our haste to leave 
behind the tragedy of the Vietnam era, 
let us not forget these men, or the 55,000 
who gave their lives, or those who fought 
by their sides who did return home. The 
debt we owe to the Vietnam veteran is 
distinct and separate from whatever 
feelings we have toward the Vietnam 
war. It was we the American people who 
thrust upon him the responsibility for 
:fighting in Vietnam, and it is we who 
must now repay him for his service to 
the country. 

Mr. Speaker, today the distinguished 
chairman of the newly created Select 
Committee for Missing Persons in 
Southeast Asia (Mr. MONTGOMERY) and 
I are introducing a resolution that is 
intended both to honor those who served 
in Vietnam and to act as a constant re
minder of those who are missing in 
Southeast Asia. The resolution would 
establish within the House of Repre
sentatives a Vietnam veteran congres
sional intern program, in tribute to 
members of the armed services who 
served in Southeast Asia and in special 
commemoration of those who are miss
ing in action in Southeast Asia. The 
measure would allow each Member of 
the House to hire a Vietnam veteran, for 
a 6-month internship, and would provide 
each Member with an allowance of 
$3,000 to be payable to the intern at a 
rate not to exceed $500 per month. 

We believe that the creation of a Viet
nam veteran intern program is an im
portant and practical idea for a number 
of reasons. Too little recognition has 
been accorded the Vietnam veteran. By 
creating a program within the Congress 
specifically in recognition of the service 
performed by the Vietnam veteran on 
behalf of the country, we can show our 
appreciation to him by more than lip 
service. We can provide him with a 
unique job opportunity that will rein
valve him in the workings of government 
on a firsthand basis. We can perhaps be
gin to counter the disillusionment and 
feeling of alienation experienced by so 
many of our young vets. Many of them 
know the American political system only 
as it affected them during their tenure 
in Vietnam, and in too many cases, this 
experience unfortunately undermined 
their belief in the system. We know that 
our system, although not without its 
faults, does work, and we are hopeful 
that a Vietnam veteran intern program 
can serve to show many of our young 
people that the system is responsive and 
that they can be a part of it. In turn, we 
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should recognize that the Vietnam vet
eran has a unique contribution to make 
in his own right. He has had experiences 
that most of his contemporaries have not 
had, and we can benefit from his 
insights. 

We will be seeking cosponsors on this 
resolution and hope that many of our 
colleagues will join us in our e:fiort to 
create a Vietnam veteran congressional 
intern program. 

FINANCIAL ASSISTANCE AVAILABLE 
TO STUDENTS FOR mGHER EDU
CATION 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Ohio (Mr. VANIK) is recog
nized for 60 minutes. 

Mr. VANIK. Mr. Speaker, once again 
the time is upon us when millions of 
young people will be applying for ad
mission to vocational schools and col
leges. However, the hard economic times 
we have been through, coupled with ris
ing educational costs, have left these in
stitutions out of reach for many families, 
for whom educational expenses are an 
impossible burden. 

Mr. Speaker, the strength of our Na
tion has in the past laid upon the skills 
and knowledge of the people, in both a 
technical and intellectual sense. The 
foundations of our democracy are 
grounded in an informed electorate, cap
able of making a critical choice. Educa
tion must be seen as the necessary in
surer for all of our futures. 

In a continuing e:fiort to provide the 
latest information on available types of 
educational aids, it is my hope that the 
following information will be helpful: 

MAJOR EDUCATIONAL Am PROGRAMS 

FEDERAL PROGRAMS 

Basic educational opportunity grant program 
Who is eligible for consideration: Persons 

who are enrolled or intend to be enrolled as 
full-time undergraduate students in eligible 
post-secondary institutions. 

How much aid is available: $1,400 minus 
the expected family contribution which is 
determined by an evaluation of the family's 
financial resources. 

How is the grant used: To pay tuition and 
fees. 

Is the grant repayable: No. 
How to apply: Basic Grant applications 

may be obtained from the office of the high 
school counselor, the college financial aid of
fleer or by writing to BEOG, Box 2468, Wash
ington, D.C. 20013. 
Supplemental educational opportunity grant 

program 
Who is eligible for consideration: StudentS 

who are enrolled or intend to be enrolled in 
eligible post-secondary inS'titutions for at 
least half-time undergraduate study. 

How much aid is available: Up to $1,500 
per year. Grants are based on financial need. 

How is the grant used: To pay tuition and 
fees. 

Is the grant repayable: No. 
How to apply: Students and their parents 

must complete a Parents Confidential State
ment (PCS) or a Family Financial State
ment (FFS). These forms are available from 
the office of the high school counselor or the 
college financial a1d omcer. 

Social security educational aid benefits 
Who is eligible for consideration: Depend

ent, unmarried students between the ages of 
18 and 22, whose parents have become eligi
ble for social security benefits. 

How much aid is available: Depends upon 
the separate income, if any, of the eligible 
student. Benefits not available for on-the-job 
training or to students studying part-time. 

How to apply: Write to the appropriate 
District Office of the Social Security Admin
istration, or to the Office of Public Affairs, 
Social Security Administration, U.S. Depart
ment of Health Education, and Welfare, Bal
timore, Maryland 21235. 

College work study program 
Who is eligible for consideration: Students 

who are enrolled or intend to be enrolled for 
at least half-time study as undergraduates 
or graduates in approved post-secondary in
.stitutions. 

How much aid is available: Up to 40 hours 
of work per week. The amount of work will 
be based on the student's financial need and 
his or her course load. 

How is this income used: At the student's 
discretion to pay college related expenses. 

How to apply: The Parents Confidential 
Statement or the Family Financial Statement 
serve as applications for this program. 

National Direct Student Loan Program 
(NDSL) 

Who is eligible for consideration: Students 
who are enrolled or intend to be enrolled 
as undergraduates for at least half-time 
study in participating post-secondary insti
tutions. 

How much aid is available: Up to $2,500 
for the first two years of study; up to $5,000 
for all undergraduate study. 

How is the loan used: To pay tuition and 
fees. 

How much time to repay: Repayment be
gins nine months after the student leaves 
school or graduates. The student may have 
up to ten years to repay the loan. The inter
est rate is 3%. 

How to apply: The Parents Confidential 
Statement or the Family Financial State
ment serve as applications for this program. 

There are other sources of financial aid 
which students should explore. Among these 
are national and institutional scholarships, 
social security benefits, veterans benefits, 
ROTC benefits and special loans for students 
tn some vocational programs. Students who 
feel that they may be eligible for social secu
rity or veterans benefits should contact their 
local Veterans Administration or Social Secu
rity Office. 

For information on other programs, stu
dents should talk with a college financial aid 
officer. 

OHIO AID PROGRAMS 

Ohio Instructional Grants Program-Ohio 
Board of Regents 

Who is ellgible for consideration: Any 
Ohio resident who: 

1. is or intends to be enrolled as a full-time 
undergraduate student in an eligible Ohio 
institution of post-secondary education; 

2. is or wlll be making appropriate progress 
towards an associate or bachelor's degree, and 

3. is not or wlll not be enrolled in a course 
of study leading to a degree in religion or 
theology or other field of preparation for a 
religious profession. 

How much aid is available: The amount 
of each award is determined in accordance 
with a Table of Grants which is written into 
law each year by the Ohio General Assem
bly. Grants range from $90 to $600 for stu
dents attending public-assisted Ohio insti
tutions and from $150 to $1,500 for students 
attending private, non-profit colleges. 

How is the grant used: To pay instruc
tional and general college fees only. A student 

may receive aid for a maximum of five years 
of study. Grants are not used for summer 
study. 

Is the grant repayable: No. 
How to apply: Obtain an Ohio Instruc

tional Grant application from the office of 
the high school counselor, the college finan
cial aid officer, or from the Ohio Board of 
Regents, Student Assistant Office, 30 East 
Broad Street, 36th Floor, Columbus, Ohio 
43215. 

After a student submits an application 
for an Ohio instructional Grant, he or she 
will receive a notification from the Ohio 
Board of Regents. If the student is eligible 
for funds he or she must take this notifica
tion to the college financial aid omce where 
the exact amount of the award will be de
termined. 
War orphans scholarship program for chil
dren of disabled or deceased war veterans 

Who is eligible for consideration: Students 
between the ages of 16 and not over 21-years
old at the time of application, who are en
rolled or intend to be enrolled for full-time 
study in eligible Ohio public-supported post
secondary institutions, and who have-resided 
in Ohio for twelve months prior to the time 
of appltcation. A student's parent must have: 

1. served in the Armed Forces of the United 
States and have been k11led during a period 
when the United States was at war, (includ
ing the Vietnam conflict); or if disabled, the 
parent must have a 60% or greater service
connected disability or must be receiving 
benefits for permanent and total non-service
connected disability as determined by the 
Veterans Administration of the United 
States; and 

2. entered the Armed Forces as a resident 
of Ohio. 

These scholarships are limited in number; 
therefore, every applicant will not necessarily 
receive an award. If an applicant is not 
awarded a scholarship, his or her name will 
be placed on a roster as an alternate to ful
fill a possible future vacancy. 

How is the scholarship used: To pay in
structional and general fees at eligible post
secondary institutions. Students may receive 
funds for a maximum of four years, or a total 
of 12 academic quarters. The scholarship may 
be used for summer school. 

Is the scholarship repayable: No. 
How to apply: Obtain an application from 

the Ohio Board of Regents, Student Assist
ance Ofilce, 30 East Broad Street, 36th Floor, 
Columbus, Ohio 43215. 
War Orphans Scholarship Program tor Chil

dren of Prisoners of War and Missing in 
Action in Vietnam 
The War Orphans Scholarship Program 

also provides scholarships for -students whose 
parents are or were dedared to be prisoners 
of war or missing in action in Southeast Asia 
on or after January 1, 1960. For more infor
mation about this program, students should 
contact the Ohio Board of Regents. 

Ohio Student Loan Program 
Who is eligible for consideration: Ohio 

residents who are enrolled or intend to be 
enrolled for at least half-time, graduate or 
undergraduate study in eligible post-sec-· 
ondary institutions. 

How much aid is available: Up to $2,500 
per academic year. The maximum outstand
ing debt is $7,500 for undergraduates, and 
$10,000 for graduate and professional stu
dents, including undergraduate loans. 

How is the loan used: To pay instructional 
and general fees and other college expenses. 

How much time to repay: Repayment be
gins after the student graduates or leaves 
school. The maximum repayment period is 
ten years. 

How to apply: Applications are available 
at local banks and other lending institutions 
that participate in the program. For more 
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information, contact the Ohio Loan Com
mission, 34 North High Street, Columbus, 
Ohio 43215. 

There are other state-supported financial 
aid programs whiCih give assistance to Ohio's 
students. For more information on these pro
grams students should contact their high 
school counselors or college financial aid 
officers. 

SIMON ERRS IN DERIDING IMPACT 
OF NEW YORK BANKRUPTCY ON 
OTHER CITms• BONDS 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Wisconsin (Mr. REuss) is 
recognizing for 10 minutes. 

Mr. REUSS. Mr. Speaker, Treasury 
Secretary William E. Simon says that a 
New York City bankruptcy will have 
little effect on the borrowing power of 
other communities. 

It may be true, as Secretary Simon 
says, that top-rated securities are still 
attractive to investors. But what he fatls 
to recognize is the serious implications 
that New York's troubles hold for many 
other States and cities throughout the 
Nation. 

Not only are they paying higher bor
rowing costs already, but some of their 
offerings are being shut out of the mar
ket altogether because of the anticipated 
New York default. Actual bankruptcy 
seems certain to have even more serio·lS 
effects. 

The conclusions are based on a survey 
of bond market experts and city and 
State finance officers made by the House 
Banking, Currency, and Housing Com
mittee staff, following Secretary Simon's 
testimony to the Subcommittee on Eco
nomic Stabilization on October 30, that 
stated: "I cannot conclude that a default 
will materially impair" the ability of 
other public entities to borrow. 

This assertfon is contradicted by the 
opinions of State and municipal finance 
officers queried by the Banking Com
mittee. The consensus among these fi
nance officers is that: First, New York 
City's pending default has forced them to 
pay a penalty on recent borrowings; 
second, States and cities in some cases 
have had to reject bids as too high, or 
have had to cancel offerings; and third, 
actual bankruptcy, if and when it occurs 
next month, will make rna tters worse. 

One measure of the market erosion 
caused by the prospective New York City 
bankruptcy- is the increasing yield on 
outstanding city and State issues traded 
in the secondary, or wholesale, market. 
A rising yield signifies a decline in value 
of an outstanding issue. J. J. Kenny 
Co., Inc., municipal bond brokers, con
ducted a special study that shows that, 
for the period May 1 to October 1, yields 
increased-and values declined-for a 
broad range of city and State issues. 
"This means new offerings by any of 
these public entities would have to pay 
a higher price today than last spring. 
The cause of the market erosion. is the 
New York crisis,'' says a Kenny Co. 
spokesman. 

Another special study, by Moody's In
vestors Service, Inc., matched borrowing 
costs paid by public entities over the past 

year or so against the average interest 
rate rise for the period. This study con
cluded that many borrowers were paying 
an added cost because of New York's 
problems. 

Some examples: Salt River project, 
Ari21ona, paid 7. 7 percent to sell bonds 
in April, and 8.17 percent to sell similar 
bonds in September; Boston Metropoli
tan District paid 5.86 percent to sell 
bonds in November 1974, and rejected 
as too high a bid of 8.24 percent on simi
lar bonds offered this month; State of 
Pennsylvania paid 6.44 percent to sell 
bonds in April, and 6.78 percent to sell 
similar bonds in August; Syracuse, N.Y., 
paid 5.37 percent to sell bonds in May, 
and 6.8 percent to sell similar bonds in 
October. 

Inquiries to city and State finance of
ficers produced these responses: 

DETROrr 

Three times the city tried to sell $30 
million of bonds but failed because the 
legal limit on interest that could be paid 
was 8 percent. After the interest ceiling 
was raised to 10 percent the city sold 
the bond issue at 9.81 percent in June. 
In August, it sold another $20 million 
package at 9.91 percent, just shy of the 
new limit. "The direct cost to the city 
of Detroit of the New York City situation 
has been between $10 million and $11 
million,'' says a spokesman. 

ATLANTA 

On September 30, the city rejected as 
''unacceptable" a lone bid offered for an 
issue of water-sewer revenue bonds. A 
month later the issue was sold at 7.35 
percent, a price which Charles Davis, 
Commissioner of Finance, attributes to 
"uncertain conditions caused by New 
York City." 

CONNECTICUT 

In June the State sold 20-year bonds 
at 5.6 percent, and 3 month3 later it sold 
similar bonds at 6.16 percent. The addi
tional cost to Connecticut taxpayers 
over the life of the September issue is 
estimated at $1.7 million. "The only 
conclusion that can be drawn is that the 
higher interest is the result of the im
minent New York City default," says 
Henry Parker, the State treasurer. 

JERSEY CITY 

In May the city sold bonds at 8. 7 per
cent; in September it sold bonds at 10.375 
percent, the highest rate in the city's 
history. "If New York defaults,'' says 
James McCarthy, budget director, "all 
municipalities throughout the country 
will have difficulty." 

MASSACHUSETTS 

The Massachusetts Housing Finance 
Agency sold long-term bonds at 5.89 per
cent in July, had to cancel a September 
sale because of market conditions, and 
sold only $12 million of a $30 million of
fering in October at 9.2 percent, the 
highest rate in history. "All of this 
trouble is directly attributable to the 
New York situation," says William 
White, the executive director. "If the 
trend continues, we'll have to go out of 
business and our public purpose will be 
subverted." 

CLEVELAND 

In August the city sold notes at 6.73 
percent, and paid 7. 7 percent on similar 
notes sold in September. "Obviously, 
New York has had an effect on the in
terest we're paying,'' says Warren D. 
Riebe, the city finance director. Ohio has 
an 8-percent interest ceiling. "If the 
market continues to deteriorate," Mr. 
Riebe warns, "we'll have to ask the State 
to increase the ceiling" or the city will 
be shut out of the market. 

NEWARK 

The city already is shut out of the 
market for its own issues. In March the 
city rejeoted as too high the lone bid of 
9.25 percent for $22 million of bonds. In 
June the city rejected a single bid of 
9.6 percent for half the issue. The city 
still has not sold these bonds. "Quite 
clearly, we've been affected by the New 
York situation," says Dennis Sullivan, 
the finance director. "In recent offerings 
we have encountered the phenomenon of 
single bids. If New York defaults, we're 
concerned that we won't receive any 
bids." 

WEST VmGINIA 

In late October, the State sold bonds 
at 6.48 percent, which officials believe in
cluded a penalty of between one-half and 
1 percentage point. "The municipal bond 
market is in one of the most unstable 
periods in its history because of the im
pending New York default," comments 
Ron Pierson, State treasurer. 

Mr. Speaker, in addition to the sur
vey by the Banking Committee staff, a 
major survey has been conducted by the 
Municipal Finance Officers Association. 

This report also documents the impact 
of the New York fiscal crisis on the mu
nicipal bond market, putting to rest 
much of the debate about whether the 
bond market has been adversely affected. 
The answer clearly is "Yes," it has. 

The report estimates that the long
term impact of higher interest rates out
side of New York will cost taxpayers be
tween $800 million and $1.5 billion. 

A summary of the major findings of 
the 40-page report follows: 

MAJOR FINDINGS 

1. Recent erosion of credit confidence in 
State and local government bonds has in
creased borrowing· costs on average for all 

. State and local governmental borrowers. For 
State and local long-term debt sold the first 
9 months of this year, credit concerns have 
added an additional $100 milllon a year in 
interest costs. This will accumulate to about 
$1 billion in added interest cost over the life 
of these bonds that have been already sold. 

2. Looking ahead for the year period start
ing in the third quarter of 1975 and noting 
the present deteriorated condition of in
vestor confidence, it is estimated that annual 
interest costs on State and local bonds will 
be increased by $80 to $130 m1llion for bor
rowers other than the New York Municipal 
Assistance Corporation. If MAC is included, 
the total annual increase would swell to 
between $130 and $180 million. Furthermore, 
it is estimated that the increased lifetime 
debt costs for borrowers other than New 
York State and MAC will amount to between 
$800 million and $1.5 bllllon. Addition of the 
MAC borrowings increases these Ufetlme cos~ 
to a total of $1.1 to $1.8 b1111on. 

3. Borrowing costs have risen for all gov-
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ernments, but not uniformly throughout the 
nation. Since July, the estimated added 
cost due to credit concerns have increased 
municipal bond interest rates from a. rela
tively small .08 percentage points in North 
Central states to .55 in the Middle Atlantic 
region. Based on recent borrowing levels, the 
resulting average increase in annual inter
est payments by states range from $8.2 mil
lion in Pennsylvania. to $25 thousand ln 
North Dakota.. 

4. Other research results indicate that the 
cost of short-term borrowing has also risen 
since July of 1975. These increases, most 
dramatic in the lower grades of municipal 
securities and concentrated in the North
eastern United Sta/tes, have further inflated 
annual borrowing costs by $200 to $300 mil
lion. This is in addition to the increases in 
bond interest costs reported above. 

WORKERS' ILLNESS DUE TO PCB's 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle
man from New Jersey, <Mr. DoMINICK 
V. DANIELS) is recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. DOMINICK V. DANIELS. Mr. 
Speaker, another tragic story of workers 
being deprived of their basic right to a 
safe and healthful workplace is unfold
ing in New York State this fall, as the 
State Department of Environmental 
Conservation investigates the problem 
of contamination due to polychlorinated 
biphenyls-PCB's. 

The New York Times today reported 
that at least 65 of the employees of the 
General Electric Co. at Fort Edward aiTd 
Hudson Falls have suffered illness due 
to exposure to PCB's over a 15-year 
period. These GE plants make capaci
tors, and in the course of manufactur
ing, workers are exposed to PCB's. I am 
including the Times article for the in
formation of my colleagues. 

According to the Environmental Pro
tection Agency, in testimony before the 
Senate Commerce Committee on Octo
ber 24, 1975: 

We have known for some time that PCB's 
are a. group of chemicals which at certain 
levels can cause serious toxic effects on man 
and can adversely affect our ecological re
sources. 

The Subcommittee on Manpower, 
Compensation, and Health and Safety, 
which I chair, has jurisdiction over the 
Occupational Safety and Health Act, 
and my staff is currently investigating 
the problem of worker exposure to 
PCB's. The toxic effects of this dan
gerous chemical group affect the worker 
as well as the general environment. I 
intend to thoroughly investigate the 
problem and report to my colleagues on 
my findings. 

The article follows: 
[From the New York Times, Nov. 11, 1975) 

GE ADMITS 65 GOT SICK FROM EXPOSURE 
TO PCB 

(By Richard Severo) 
ALBANY, November 10.-The General Elec

tric Company conceded today that at least 
65 of its employes had become ill over a. 
15-year period under conditions that "may 
have been caused by or aggravated by ex
posure to P.C.B.'s" or polychlorinated 
biphenyls. 

G.E. made the response in testimony that 
became public here during a hearing called 
by the State Department of Environmental 

Conservation, which has filed a. complaint 
against General Electric. 

The complaint alleges that the company 
violated water-quality standards of New 
York by dumping PCB's from two of its 
plants north of here into the Hudson River. 

PCB's are used by General Electric in the 
manufacture of capacitors at Fort Edward 
and Hudson Falls. · 

The company said that 49 of about 1,800 
employees working in areas exposed to PCB's 
had reported to its dispensaries "complain
ing of allergic dermatitis," and added that 
16 more had reported nausea., dizziness, eye 
irritation, nasal irritation, asthmatic bron
chitis and fungus. 

The testimony was in apparent contradic
tion to testimony given by Dr. Edward L. 
Simons, a. G.E. official in charge of environ
mental problems, who testified in May of 1974 
that "the only medical effects that had been 
reported during the four decades we were in 
this business have been occasional cases of 
chloracne or other minor skin irritations of 
a. nonchronic nature which disappeared upon 
the transfer of the employee to some other 
operation.'' 

Dr. Simon's testimony was given in a. he'ar
ing conducted by the Federal Environmental 
Protection Agency. 

In today's testimony-which_ was prepared 
in advance and represented the company's 
official position-General Electric refused a. 
request from Ph111p H. Gitlen, assistant 
counsel for the Department of Environmen
tal Conservation, to disclose the names of 
employees who had become ill. 

N. Earle Evans Jr., an attorney for G.E., 
said he thought that such a. disclosure 
would violate the confidential nature of 
relationship between physician and patient. 
Mr. Gitlen argued that such information 
would be vital in determining the effect of 
PCB's on humans. 

The chemical in various forms has had 
a documented toxic effect on laboratory ani
mals, causing liver damage, cancer and mas
sive reproductive failures. 

Last August state researchers reported they 
had found PCB's in dangerously high levels 
in fish taken from the Hudson River, with 
the result that Commissioner Ogden R. Reid 
of the Department of Environmental Con
servation warned consumers to be wary of the 
fish, especially striped bass. . 

LET US TAKE A HARD LOOK AT THE 
BUDGET PROCESS 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle
man from California <Mr. CHARLES H. 
WILSON) is recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of Cali
fornia. Mr. Speaker, as the House con
siders House Concurrent Resolution 466, 
the second budget resolution for fiscal 
year 1976, it is time to take a hard look 
at the whole budget process adopted 
when we passed the Congressional 
Budget and Impoundment Control Act 
last year. 

A careful examination of this measure 
reveals the clear possibility for great 
overlaps in the work of the Budget Com
mittees and the method by which legisla
tion is authorized and appropriated. 
There is the potential for extensive pol
icy discretion on the part of the mem
bers of the two Budget Committees and 
the staff of the Congressional Budget 
Office. 

While the authorizing committees of 
each house must submit recommenda
tions to their respective budget panels, 

these latter bodies are under no statu
tory obligation to accept, or even seri
ously consider, their estimates. The 
Budget Committees may, instead, com
pete for the same information and at
tempt to develop expertise on each and 
every program coming before Congress 
to be funded. This will not only dupli
cate the work done by the long-estab
lished authorization and appropriation 
committees-it may in fact supersede 
them. 

The Budget Committees have already 
exhibited definite tendencies in this di
rection. This summer the chairman of 
the Senate Budget Committee played 
his hand and tremendously influenced 
the course of the defense authorization 
bill. At his insistence $250 million of 
previously authorized funds were cut 
and projects such as nuclear strike 
cruisers deleted. Some of my colleagues 
may tolerate this situation when it is 
defense appropriations which are being 
reduced, but I urge you to imagine a fu
ture budget chairman with a similar dis
like for the school lunch program or 
medicare. 

While my distinguished colleague 
chairing the House Budget Committee 
should be congratulated for his efforts 
to work closely with the regular com
mittees, we must, again, look to the fu
ture. Another combination of personal
ities and the House may, too, see the 
work of their authorization and appro
priation committees fall victim to an all
powerful Budget Committee. 

The House budget panel has already 
established seven "task forces" to scru
tinize specific programs already author
ized through regular channels. To re
quire members of the Cabinet and other 
top agency officials to appear before the 
Budget Committees is an unnecessary 
duplication in light of the present re
quirements that they testify before the 
regular committees which have the spe
cific jurisdiction in that particular field. 

As a result of this sophisticated sub
committee structure, eleven amendments 
were offered during the Budget Com
mittee markup of the second concurrent 
resolution. Most of these were aimed at a 
level of detail historically reserved for 
authorization and appropriation meas
ures. 

This is certainly not what I envisioned 
when I voted for the original bill, and I 
fear larger abuses of the process in the 
future. Without really thinking, we seem 
to have created two omnipotent commit
tees, which might, alone, hold the purse 
strings of an entire Nation. 

In addition, as well as reproducing 
work done by the regular appropriation 
and authorization committees, the 340 
employees staffing the two committees 
and the Budget Office represent a bu
reaucracy in the legislative branch. It is 
not necessary for Congress to increase its 
own institutional authorization in this 
case, and the expense will prove difficult 
to justify to constituents faced with the 
personal hardship of double-digit infla
tion. 

Finally, the floor tactics allowed by . 
the Budget Act for consideration of the 
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biannual resolutions make amendments 
extremely difficult and recommittal im
possible. The House is expected to de
bate and establish national spending 
priorities and tax reform goals in two 
days; a process which normally takes 
thousands of coinmittee hours to deter
mine. Given this whirlwind technique 
precluding proper time for a full review, 
Congress may unwittingly do irreparable 
harm to our fragile economy. 

of the purse through processes already 
proven. 

Thank you for your kind attention 
to my views on this issue. 

THIRD CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT 
QUESTIONNAIRE, SACRAMENTO, 
CALIF. 

While I recognize the need for Con
gress to reestablish the fiscal control 
intended by the Constitution, I, for one, 
have confidence in our Appropriations 
Committees. They have the capacity to 
deal effectively with the country's finan
cial limitations and, with guidance from 
the rest of Congress, can rise to the 
task of setting Federal fiscal goals. Com
bined with controls on budget adminis
tration, Congress can retrieve the power 

In sum, I submit that the Budget Act 
was too hastily conceived by a defensive 
Congress. The law provides few re
straints and the newly created institu
tions are attempting to extend their 
inftuence to areas not contemplated by 
the legislative history of the Act. There 
are alternatives, and it is imperative 
that we stop now and consider them. 
I have taken a first step today by in
troducing a bill to repeal titles I through 
IX of the Congressional Budget Act of 
1974. The measure would retain title X 
as a necessary legislative weapon in 
dealing with illegal executive impound
ments. Passage of this legislation would 
provide Congress the opportunity to re
think and revise the new budgeting sys
tem before this course becomes rigid 
and the organs immovable. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle
man from California <Mr. Moss) is rec
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. MOSS. Mr. Speaker, this is one 
of the few fully tabulated questionnaires 
sent by any Member of either body. 

It is a very accurate indicator of the 
views of a diverse group of people in a 
congressional district that traditionally 
shows great independence in voting hab
its. 

I commend it to my colleagues as 
worthy of their attention: 

JOHN E. MOSS, MEMBER OF CONGRESS, 3D CONGRESSIONAL DISTRICT QUESTIONNAIRE-sACRAMENTO, CALIF., 1975 (PROCESSED BY TEVCO, INC.) 

His Hers Total His Hers Total 

Num- Per- Num- Per- Num- Per- Num- Per- Num- Per- Num- Per-
ber cent ber cent ber cent ber cent ber cent ber cent 

Number of persons responding, total. •.... 14, 276 100.0 13,922 100.0 28, 198 100.0 7. (A) Since the U.S. Postal Service be-
Number of questionnaire cards processed, came a quasi-private corporation total. _______________________________ 16, 091 100.0 16,091 100.0 16, 091 100.0 4 years ago, do you believe postal 

1. O(the following issues, which do you 
service has improved? 

975 Yes. _____ • _________ • __________ 7.8 865 7.1 1, 840 7. 5 
consider to be the most important? No ____ ________________________ 10,667 85.6 10,572 86.9 21,239 86. 2 r) Cost of living ____ ~--------- 11,069 17.5 10,915 78.4 21,984 78.0 Undecided •. ____ •••• ___ •• ______ 820 6.6 727 6. 0 1, 547 6. 3 

B) Health care____________ ____ 3, 825 26.8 4, 798 34.5 8,623 30.6 
C) Unemployment______ ____ ___ 7, 463 52.3 7, 806 56.1 15,269 54.1 TotaL ______________________ 12,462 100.0 12, 164 100.0 24,626 100. 0 

(D) Federal tax reform __________ 1, 814 54.7 6, 957 50.0 14,771 52.4 

t Environmental protection .•.. 3, 739 26.2 4,110 29.5 7, 849 27.8 (B) Become worse? . 
F) Consumer protection ________ 4, 008 28.1 4, 744 34.1 8, 752 31.0 Yes. ____ • __________ ----------- 7,192 67.2 7, 237 68.2 14,429 67.7 
G) Formation of a firm energy No. ____________________ • ______ 2,821 26.3 26,91 25.3 5, 512 25.9 

program __________ ---- __ - 6, 851 48.0 5,474 39.3 12,325 43.7 Undecided._--- --- --··----- ____ 693 6. 5 689 6. 5 1, 382 6. 5 
~H) Mass transportation _________ 2, 742 19.2 2,539 18.2 5, 281 18.7 
I) Crime _____________________ 8,484 59.4 8,886 63.8 17,370 61.6 TotaL .•.• ---··--··--·-···-- 10,706 100.0 10,617 100.0 21,323 100.0 

TotaL __________________________ 14,276 100.0 13,922 100.0 28, 198 100.0 (C) Stayed the same? Yes. _________________ • ________ 3,649 42.9 3, 391 41.5 7, 040 42.2 
2. How do you rate the work of the 94th No. ___ _______ ____ • __ ••••• __ •. _ 4, 235 49.8 4,115 50.3 8, 350 50.1 

Congress thus fa r7 Undecided. ________ --·--------- 614 7. 2 673 8.2 1, 287 7. 7 (A) Good ______________________ 626 4. 7 593 4.6 1, 219 4.6 
(B) Average ____________ ------. 4, 771 35.5 5,276 40.7 10,047 38.0 TotaL __ • _________ .• _______ ._ 8,498 100.0 8,179 100.0 16,677 100.0 
(C) Poor ______________________ 8, 051 59.9 7,088 54.7 15, 139 57.3 

12,957 100.0 
8. Should public works be increased to TotaL __________________ 13,448 100.0 100.0 26,405 stimulate employment? Yes ____ • _________________ • ____ 8, 384 64.2 8,463 66.5 16, 847 65.3 

3. How do you rate the leadership of No. _______ __ _____ ____ ______ • __ 3, 719 28.5 2, 999 23.6 6, 718 26.1 
President Ford? Undecided. _- ----- -- ------· ____ 960 7.3 1, 261 9. 9 2, 221 8. 6 

On foreign affairs: 
7,072 26.3 (A) Effective _______________ 3, 964 29.1 3,108 23.5 TotaL ______________________ 13,063 100.0 12,723 100.0 25,786 100.0 (B) Not effective ____________ 6, 193 45.5 5, 753 43.4 11,946 44.5 (C) Undecided _____ _________ 3, 461 25.4 4,386 33.1 7, 847 29.2 9. Should the United States reestablish 

formal relations with Cuba? 
TotaL __________________ 13,618 100.0 13,247 100.0 26,865 100.0 Yes. _________________ ---·· ____ 7, 829 59.7 6, 493 51.0 14,322 55.4 

No. _______ .• __ ._------ ________ 3,803 29.0 4,009 31.5 1, 812 30.2 
On domestic affairs: Undecided.-------------------- 1, 474 11.2 2, 230 17.5 3, 704 14.3 (A) Effective _______________ 2, 426 18.0 2,107 16.2 4,533 17.1 

(B) Not effective ____________ 8, 914 66.3 8, 274 63.5 17, 188 64.9 TotaL ______________________ 13, 106 100.0 12,732 100.0 25,838 100.0 (C) Undecided __ ____ ________ 2,113 15.7 2,656 20.4 4, 769 18.0 
10. Do you approve the national 55 mile-TotaL __________________ 13,453 100.0 13,037 100.0 26,490 100.0 an-hour highway speed limit7 

Yes ________________ •••••••.•.• 9,170 68.8 9, 755 74.6 18,925 71.6 
4.lTo conserve oil, do you most favor: No. ___ ____ __ _______ ___________ 3, 955 29.7 3, 079 23.5 7,034 26.6 

(A~ Gasoline rationing ___________ 5, 869 50.5 5,829 51.8 11,698 51.1 Undecided. ________ ------------ 212 1.6 246 1.9 458 1.7 
~B Increasing gas taxes ______ ___ 1, 768 15.2 1, 452 12.9 3, 220 14.1 
C) Increasing import taxes on oiL 3, 993 34.3 3, 975 35.3 7, 968 34.8 TotaL _______________________ 13,337 100.0 13,080 . 100.0 26,417 100.0 

TotaL ______________________ 11,630 100.0 11,256 100'.0 22,886 100.0 11. Should across-the-board wage, price, 

5. Should the United States continue to 
rent, profit, and interest rate con-
trois be imposed? 

supply arms (by sale or otherwise) Yes. __________________________ 5, 711 43.5 5, 466 43.1 11,177 43.3 
to: No. _________ • ______ •• _________ 6, 081 46.3 5,445 43.0 11,526 44.7 

(A) Israel?--------- ____________ 1, 669 19.9 1, 520 18.9 3,189 19.4 Undecided _________________ ._ •. 1, 333 10.2 1, 764 13.9 3, 097 12.0 
~B) Other Middle East countries?_ 339 4.0 275 3.4 614 3. 7 
C) Countries to which we are TotaL ______________________ 13, 125 100.0 12,675 100.0 25,800 100.0 allied by treaties ______________ 6,364 76.0 6,242 17.7 12,606 76.8 

TotaL ____ ••• ---· ••• ---_--.-- 8, 372 100.0 8, 037 100.0 16,409 100.0 
12. Do you think Congress should exercise 

control over grain sales to foreign 
countries? 

6. Should stricter gun control be im- Yes. ________ ------_----·------ 9, 795 74.8 9, 679 75.7 19,474 75.2 
posed? No .. -------------------------- 2, 611 19.9 2, 109 16.5 4, 720 18.2 

Yes. ____ --------------·------- 6,698 49.2 7, 536 57.3 14,234 53.2 Undecided. ______ -------------- 696 5.3 1, 003 7.8 1, 699 6. 6 No. ___________ ---------·- ___ ___ 6,~~~ 45.7 4,~1 35.5 10,887 40.7 Undecided _____________________ 5.1 7.2 1,640 6.1 TotaL.------------------··- 13, 102 100.0 12, 791 100.0 25,893 100. 0 
TotaL ______________________ 13 611 100.0 13 150 100.0 26 761 1 00.0 
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His Hers Total His Hers Total 

Num- Per- Num- Per- Num- Per
cent 

Num- Per- Num- Per- Num- Per
cent ber cent ber cent ber ber cent ber cent ber 

13. (A) When you buy your next car will (C) Small? 
5, 413 56.0 5, 252 56.4 10, 665 56.2 it be full size? Yes. ___________ ---------------

30.4 2, 843 30.5 5, 788 30.5 3, 757 17.0 No ____________ ---------------- 2, 945 Yes _____ ---------------------- 2, 017 17.9 1, 740 16.1 
1, 314 13.6 1, 218 13.1 2, 532 13.3 No ________ -- ___ --------------- 8,128 72.0 7, 898 73.1 16,026 72.5 Undecided ______ ---------------

Undecided ••••••••• ______ •.•••• 1, 148 10.2 1, 166 10.8 2, 314 10. 5 
TotaL •.•... ----------------- 9, 672 100.0 9, 313 100.0 18,985 100.0 

Total ... __ .•.•... .•••......... - 11,293 100.0 10,804 100.0 22,097 100.0 
14. Do you consider further space explora-

(B) Intermediate? tion advisable atthistime7 
38.8 3, 817 30.1 34.5 -Yes .•... _ •.••• - •.•••••••••. - -- 4, 025 42.0 3, 814 41.3 7, 839 41.7 Yes._ ••••• __ ••.. •• -------- •••• 

No •.•••••• ••••••.• ------------ 4, 197 43.8 4, 071 44.1 8, 268 44.0 No ••....•• ___ ••••••• -----.----
5, 031 
6,893 53.2 7, 582 59.9 

8,848 
14,475 56.5 

Undecided ••••.•• -------------. 1, 359 14.2 

TotaL. ~----- ----- ----------- 9, 581 100.0 

WHY EMBARGO VIETNAM 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle
man from New York (Mr. BINGHAM) is 
recognized for 10 minutes. 

Mr. BINGHAM. Mr. Speaker, the De
fense Department must have neglected 
to tell the State Department that the 
Vietnam war is over. State, on behalf of 
us all, is still :fighting-not a military 
war but an economic one. The weapon 
of ~ur economic war against Vietnam 
is a total embargo. 

The U.S. embargo of Vietnam which, 
at state Department_ direction, the 
Treasury and Commerce Departments 
imposed in April and May, consists of two 
elements: A freeze on all Vietnamese as
sets held by American banks or other 
commercial institutions subject to Amer
ican law and a ban on all U.S. exPorts 
to Vietn~m. The asset freeze is based 
upon the Trading With the Enemy Act, 
and the export controls upon the Export 
Administration Act of 1969. Both of 
those statutes give broad latitude to the 
President to impose embargoes. 

But why an embargo on Vietnam? 
Why an embargo now that the fighting 
is over and we want from Vietnam only 
an accounting for our MIA's and com
pensation for U.S. private investments 
left behind in Vietnam? Is an embargo 
the way to achieve those ends? 

The administration says the embargo 
is a "wait-and-see" policy-wait-and-see 
how the new government and its policies 
shape up. "No policy," the administra
tion told the Subcommittee on Interna
tional Trade and Commerce which I 
chair and which held hearings on the 
embargo shortly after it was imposed, 
"is irreversible." 

While they may not be irreversible, 
policies develop strong inertia. The justi
fications of those who formulate and de
fend them become the cliches that per
petuate them. And no instrument of U.S. 
foreign policy is supported more by 
cliches and unexamined assumptions 
than embargoes. 

It is generally ·assumed, for example, 
that economic emb9xgoes impose real 
hardship on the embargoed nation. That 
may have been true when the United 
States was virtually the sole world source 
of many goods and .commodities. Today, 
however, there are few things available 
from the United States-even in the 
area of sophisticated technology-that 

1, 340 14.5 2, 699 14.4 Undecided .•••.••.• _ ••••• -- .• -- 1, 029 7. 9 1, 269 10.0 2, 298 9.0 

9,225 100.0 18,806 100.0 TotaL •.•..•••••• ------------ 12,953 100.0 12,668 100.0 25,621 100.0 

are not also commercially available from 
one or more other nations. So the hard
ship imposed by an embargo is consider
ably less than we assume. 

Nevertheless, embargoes can impose 
some hardship, particularly when a 
country's essential services-like power 
and transportation-are provided by 
American equipment that requires Amer
ican spare parts and supplies. 

But who in Vietnam are we trying to 
punish, and why? If it were app;opr~ate 
for us to be punishing anyone m VIet
nam, it would presumably be the North 
Vietnamese who took control of the 
South by force of arms. But it is in fact 
South Vietnam rather than North Viet
nam that is heavily dependent for power 
and other essentials upon American
built equipment. So it is the people of the 
South who will suffer most from the 
effects of a U.S. economic embargo. Have 
these people changed so much since 
being overtaken by the forces of North 
Vietnam that they now deserve sanctions 
from the United States while only a few 
months ago we were laying down Ameri
can lives for them? 

Another impression-perhaps misim
pression-about embargoes is that they 
are a good way to assure payment for 
expropriated American property. That 
myth undoubtedly stems from our use of 
embargoes against Cuba and Commu
nist China. It is just that-a myth. We 
have never reached a successful settle
ment of claims with any country while 
we imposed an embargo on them. On the 
contrary, in every instance where we 
have obtained claims settlements, it has 
been under circumstances where we had 
never resorted to an embargo, or had re
moved it. Interestingly, in the case of 
Cuba, Western European countries that 
refrained from embargoing Cuba have 
been able to reach claims settlements 
with the Castro government, while U.S. 
claimants, supposedly strengthened by 
an embargo, have achieved nothing in 
the way of repayments. 

A common assumption about total eco
nomic embargoes is that they cut off the 
embargoed nation from the benefits of 
American products. But often when rela
tions are so strained that an embargo is 
contemplated, no trade would occur un
der any circumstances . . That is almost 
certainly the case with Vietnam. The 
Vietnamese have little hard currency
the only basis on which any American 

firms would agree to supply them. Given 
uncertainties about the domestic policies 
of the Government of Vietnam, no Amer
ican company would risk investing there. 
So trade possibilities are limited regard
less of the embargo, except perhaps for a 
few items the Vietnamese would consider 
important enough to allocate hard cur
rency to obtain. 

A case can be made for holding onto 
Vietnamese assets which are under 
American control. Those assets could be 
used to help pay for American invest
ment losses in the event no claims settle
ment is reached. In the case of Vietnam, 
some estimates are that Vietnamese as
sets held by the United States are nearly 
sufficient to compensate American firms 
fully for their losses. But export controls 
offer no such advantage. 

If the embargo, then, has little real 
importance for trade, what does it do? 
At the moment, its main impact is on 
goods donated by private Americans and 
American organizations to the Viet
namese. The way the embargo is admin
istered it applies even to private gifts 
offered' in a spirit of charity by Ameri
cans to Vietnamese. Licenses are re
quired nnder the embargo rules for such 
private humanitarian assistance, and 
such licenses continue to be denied for 
all but immediately consumable foods 
and medicines. So rather than cutting 
o:ti Vietnam from vital commercial trade, 
our embargo is actually preventing acts 
of charity and assistance to the suffering 
people of Vietnam whom we so long de
fended. Simple rototillers, fishnets, and 
tools donated by private Americans are 
among the casualties of the embargo so 
far. 

Many segments of the American busi
ness community recognize the folly of 
the embargo and favor lifting it even 
though American businesses would prob
ably reap no immediate gain from such 
an action. I recently received a most 
interesting commnnication from the 
Governor of the American Chamber of 
Commerce in Hong Kong, Mr. Louis E. 
Saubolle, indicating his belief that the 
embargo should be lifted and informing 
me of his plans to present a resolution 
at the November meeting of the Asian
Pacific Council of American Chambers 
of Commerce in Seoul relating to trade 
with Vietnam. Mr. Saubolle's letter, draft 
resolutions relating to Vietnam, and a 
position paper entitled "The Establish-
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ment of Commercial Relations With All 
Indochina States" follow this statement. 

I have received a similar communica
tion from Mr. K. J. Adalbert, chairman 
of the American Business Council of 
Singapore in support of H.R. 9503, a bill 
I have introduced that would lift the 
embargo. 

Finally, Mr. Speaker, I have received 
a letter from Amtraco Corp., indicating 
that company's support for removal of 
the embargo. The Amtraco letter is par
ticularly noteworthy in that Amtraco 
holds contracts with the Vietnamese 
government for which it is now unable 
to receive payment in the face of the 
embargo-a situation which other U.S. 
companies . undoubtedly find themselves 
in and which, in Amtraco's case, threat
ens the company's very existence. 

Mr. Speaker, I submit the documents 
to which I have referred for inclusion 
in the RECORD at this point. 

BANK OF AMERICA, 
October 24, 1975. 

Congressman JoNATHAN BINGHAM, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR CoNGRESSMAN BINGHAM: I have noted 
with great interest that you have recently 
introduced legislation designed to lift' the 
U.S. trade embargo on both North and South 
Vietnam. 

As you may be aware, I am the only Ameri
can banker to have visited Hanoi since the 
founding of the DRV. During my talks with 
senior Vietnamese trade and banking offi
cials in Hanoi this July, they made it clear 
to me they were interested in establishing 
trade ties with U.S. corporations. The only 
stumbling block, as they see it, is the trade 
embargo imposed by Washington. 

In this light, I was repeatedly assured in 
Hanoi, and by North and South Vietnamese 
representatives in Hong Kong, that trade 
relations between our countries can develop 
independently of diplomatic relations. 

As a Governor of the American Chamber 
of Commerce in Hong Kong (AmCham) I 
have been involved in the preparation of a 
resolution for the Asian-Pacific Council of 
American Chambers of Commerce (APCAC) 
meeting in Seoul next month, in regard to 
the questions you have raised independent
ly in Washington. For your information, I 
enclose drafts of this resolution and of an 
accompanying position paper. 

I would appreciate a copy of your proposed 
legislation and any other material which you 
feel would be relevant. 

Please do not hesitate to contact me if I 
can be of any service to you in this matter. 

Sincerely yours, 
LOUIS E. SAUBOLLE. 

THE APCAC ANNUAL MEETING, SEOUL, 
KOREA, NOVEMBER 7-10, 1975 

, THE ESTABLISHMENT OF COMMERCIAL RELA
TIONS WITH ALL INDOCHINA STATES 

(Prepared by: Louts E. Saubolle and 
William A. Rosenthal) 

Recent events in Indochina, and the dra
'matic speed with which they took place, 
have necessitated an urgent re-appraisal of 
the new situation by all foreign corporations 
involved in this area. 

For no group is this more true than for 
American businessmen, who must look not 
only at the developments in Indochina, but 
also at their effect on the whole Southeast 
Asian region; and in particular, on their 
effect on the viability of continued invest
ment and economic participation in South
east Asia. 

Since the changes of government in Saigon 
and Phnom Penh, it has become apparent 
that Hanoi is the dominant force in the 
region, and that the path chosen by Hanoi 
1s having, and will continue to have, far 
reaching consequences for economic condi
tions in Southeast Asia. 

Leaders in such formerly anti-communist 
countries as Thailand, Malaysia and the 
Phlllppines have been quick to comprehend 
the new realities, and the urgent thrust of 
their foreign policies is to adapt to these 
realities as they see them. An important 
aspect of this process of adaptation has been 
a move towards accommodation with Peking 
and Hanoi. 

American corporations, particularly those 
with large investments in Thailand and Ma
laysia, are only too well aware of this new 
trend, and its potential effects on the domes
tic policies of these countries. 

It is therefore because of what we per
ceive to be the new economic and com
mercial realities of the region that we ·seek 
the abllity to open business relations with 
the Democratic Republic of Vietnam 
(DRVN). 

North Vietnamese officials have said they 
are willing to establish business contacts 
with American corporations, in line with 
their stated belief that political and economic 
relations can develop separately, and do not 
necessarily depend on one another. 

One of several stumbling blocks at pres
ent to the development of such economic 
relations is the U.S. trade embargo-Imposed 
by the Treasury Department's Office of For
eign Assets Control. In this regard, both 
North and South Vietnam officials have said 
they would like to see some sign of goodwlll 
from the U.S. Government. Washington, on 
the other hand, says they are waiting for 
such a sign from Hanoi. 

We take note, without prejudice, of mani
festations of the position of the US Govt:
It is our understanding that the United 
States Government has expressed support for 
a "wait and see" policy and is prepared to 
look to the future; the US Government atti
tude towards the Indochinese countries wlll 
be influenced by their conduct towards the 
US. The current attitude in Washington is 
that they see little sign that the countries of 
Indochina have done anything which appears 
as a forward movement in the direction of 
better relations with the United States. 

OUr understanding of the US Govern
ment's view is that the basic issues are: (1) 
US service men missing in action (MIA); 
(2) US civ1lia.ns detained in Vietnam; and 
(3 ) frozen assets. Washington feels that a 
move for any US relaxation should wait until 
the US can see clearly what Vietnam intends · 
to do in their future relations with the US 
and the countries in the area. The relaxation 
of restrictions envisaged would not be taken 
as a unilateral act by the US, but would be 
done in return for what Washington would 
regard as positive moves on ·the part of Viet
nom or Cambodia. The US Government takes 
the view that trede relations can be useful 
as a bargaining tooL 

There are those who urge that Hanoi needs 
Washington and trade with the US much 
more than the US needs trade with Vietnam. 
This may be true-in the short-term. But in 
the long-term, the United States has a chance 
to exert a moderating influence on events in 
this area by maintaining a dialogue with 
Hanoi, and we firmly believe US-Vietrutilll re
la,tions to be crucial to the future of the 
whole region. 

Vietnam is now in the arduous process of 
turning the economy from a wartime to a 
peacetime footing. The North was ravaged 
by years of fighting and the North Vietna
mese freely admit that the economy has not 

progressed since 1965. In order to rebuild 
the economy, they will need imports of t~h
nology and equipment. 

Closer relations between the United States 
and Vietnam are therefore feasible and ·es
sential for a number of political and eco
nomic reasons. Hanoi has long pursued poli
cies designed to guarantee independence for 
Vietnam while maintaining good relations 
with 1 ts various socialist allies. She has made 
it clear that she does not wish to be domi
nated by anyone, and improved relat ions 
with Washington would permit the Viet
namese to pursue this independent course. 

The new, positive role that can be played 
in this region by the United States, an im
portant part of which would include .trade 
relations, has been outlined recently by Sen
ator Jacob Javits. In a speech following his 
visit to China and Japan, Sen. Javits called 
for a new US policy in Asia based on a "posi
tive premise-the national interests of the 
United States, interests keyed to peace, in
dustrial and commercial development and 
the preservation of human rights, in place 
of the old negative premise of opposition to 
communism." 

Sen. Javits continued: "The reality t oday 
is that the United States has opened the 
door to a working relationship-normaliza
tion-with China . . . " 

Finally, it should be pointed out that trade 
embargoes, such as those now in effect vis-a
vis Vietnam and Cambodia, have rarely 
proved effective. It therefore does not ap
pear advantageous to maintain an embargo 
that is virtually unenforceable. 

PROPOSED RESOLUTION: NORMALIZATION OF U.S. 
COMMERCIAL RELATIONS IN INDOCHINA 

The Asia-Pacific Council of American 
Chambers feels that a key condition for the 
development of a strong, independent and 
peaceful Asia is a direct and open dialogue, 
accompanied by normalized relations, be
tween the United States and all countries of 
the region. Furthermore, APCAC feels that 
commercial and political interchange would 
materially contribut e to regional political and 
economic stability. 

To this end, the US Government and the 
governments of the Indochina States should 
move to assure a smooth and rapid develop
ments of relations with each other. Par
ticularly, and in view of the express willing
ness of Vietnam to establish business rela
tions with US corporations, the US govern
ment should take appropriate steps, in re
turn for positive moves by Vietnam or cam
bodia, to permit US trade with the countries 
of Indochina under terms at least as favour
able as those in effect with the People's Re
public of China. 

THE AMERICAN CHAMBER OF 

COMMERCE IN JAPAN, 
September 11, 1975. 

ACCJ DRAFT RESOLUTION ON UNITED STATES
VIETNAM RELATIONS 

To bolster both the United States image 
and U.S. business relations in South East 
Asia, and to carry forward the long eSitab
lished American objective of helping create 
an economically via,ble, independent Viet
nam, APCAC urges a U.S. Government sup
ported, priva,te sector economic mission be 
dispatched promptly to Saigon and Hanoi, 
led by a senior American business figure. 

Precedent exists in the U.S. trade mission 
to the Peoples' Republic of China, Novem
ber 1973, in support of an ongoing economic 
relationship, leading to eventual adjustment 
in diplomatic ties. 

Experience shows clearly that American 
long term,_ stabilizing international objec
tives are not achieved through boycott and 
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the ending of aJl dialogue. Therefore we 
urge a United States initla.tive to re-open 
the economic relationship with Vietnam. 

AMERICAN BUSINESS COUNCll., 
SINGAPORE, October 24, 1975. 

Re: H.R. 9503, U.S. Embargo of Trade wLth 
South Vietnam & cambodia. 

SPECIAL COMMITTEE INTERNATIONAL TRADE 
AND COMMERCE, 

House International Affairs Committee, 
washington, D .a. 

GENTLEMEN: The American Business Coun
cil of Singapore comprised of 250 U.S. com
panies whose basic aim is to promote inter
national commerce, particularly in South
east Asia, strongly supports lifting the Ad
ministration's trade embargo on all but se
curity related materials. We also commend 
the Bill for avoiding a.ny reference to U.S. 
government aid. 

We feel the embargo is now counter pro
ductive. From our experience in the area, we 
believe that mo.st of the goods and services 
required by Vietnam and cambodia are read
ily available from sources other than the 
U.S. Lifting the embargo to re-establish com
mercial relations with U.S. firiDS would fol-

. low our country's tradition of reconcilia
tion with former enemies, while simulta
neously allowing the economic and commer-
cial benefits to accrue to U.S. firms. · 

Sincerely, 
K. J. ADALBERT, 

Chairman. 

SHAW, PITTMAN, PoTTS & TROWBRIDGE, 
Washington, D.C., October 24,1975. 

Re: H.R. 10236, Vietnamese Embargo. 
Hon. JONATHAN B. BINGHAM, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR JAcK: I want to congratulate you 
personally on the introduction of your bill, 
H.R. 10236, requiring the Administration to 
abandon its embargo of North and South 
Vietnam. In a-ddition, as counsel for the 
Amtraco Corporation in New York City, your 
attention is respectfully called to an inci
dental but important justification for pri
ority consideration of your bill: it would 
relieve the unintended damage which is cur
rently being done to U.S. manufacturers and 
exporters unable to fulfill contracts with 
South Vietnam importers because of the 
sudden and overly zealous use of wartime 
powers to cut off all transactions with South 
Vietnam, without notice and without relief 
for pending commitments. 

The tendency of our Government to ac
cumulate war and emergency powers with 
each war without termination has made pos
sible the odd spectacle of the U.S. hurting 
its own citizens by the abruptness with 
which it implements a questionable post
war attitude towards North and South Viet
nam. 

It seeiDS to me that your bill is a neces
sary step towards curta111ng the apparent 
immorality of the broa.d powers of the 
Trading with the Enemy Act and that it 
should be urgently scheduled for hearings 
in view of the daily damage being unneces
sarily done to U.S. manufacturers and ex
porters. I feel confident that those affected 
would provide useful information at such 
hearings. 

With kindest personal regards, 
STEUART L. PITTMAN. 

AMTRACO CORP., 
New York, N.Y., October 28,1975. 

Hon. JONATHAN BINGHAM, 
House of Representatives, 
Washington, D.C. 

DEAR MR. BINGHAM: We have been informed 
by our mutual friend, Steuart Pittman, that 
you have introduced a b111 (H.R. 10236) last 

week in the House together with a group of 
New York and California congressmen, which 
would repeal the embargo on trade with 
North and South Vietnam. We .are particularly 
interested in this legislation as we have or
dered and had made 91J>proximately a million 
dollars worth of electrical equipment which 
the embargo made impossible to ship to our 
customer, the Vietnam Power Company. The 
inability to ship this equipment continues 
to threaten the very existence of this 118 year 
old American exporter. 

A more general reason to favor repealing 
the embargo is the fact that South Vietnam 
is largely equipped with American machinery, 
power generation and delivery, and motor 
vehicles. Continuation of the embargo makes 
it impossible for the owners to maintain this 
equipment properly and can only force them 
to seek other suppliers. Timely lifting of the 
embargo would open immediately a market 
for American spare parts exports and give 
us the opportunity to maintain South Viet
nam as an American oriented market, and, 
hopefully, spread that orientation to North 
Vietnam. 

We would very much appreciate your ar
ranging that we be kept informed of progress 
on this b111, and, if there is anything we can 
do in support of it, that you let us know. To 
this end we have brought your bill to the 
attention of the World Trade Committee of 
the New York Chamber of Commerce and 
Industry and the National Association of 
Export Management Companies and hope to 
enlist their support. 

Very truly yours, 
MCWILLIAMS V. BOLLMAN, 

Vice President. 

RHODESIAN "INDEPENDENCE" 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

previous order of the House, the gentle
man from Michigan <Mr. DIGGS) is rec
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. DIGGS. Mr. Speaker, today marks 
10 years since the Unilateral Declaration 
of Independence--UDI-from Great 
Britain by minority white settlers in 
Rhodesia. 

The minority regime of Ian Smith has, 
during this period, instituted a number 
of measures designed · to assure its con
trol over the 95-percent African majority 
which lacks even basic freedoms and 
equal rights, and consequently, over min
eral-rich Rhodesia. 

For example, freedom of movement is 
restricted and Africans are required to 
have a valid travel document at all times. 
The Africans' basic right to vote is se
verely restricted by voting requirements 
based on income, property, and education 
levels, which have resulted in only thir
teen one-hundredths of 1 percent of the 
African population being allowed to vote. 
Education for whites is free and compul
sory, but Africans must pay for their 
education which is noncompulsory, with 
the result that, in 1974, 35,000 Africans 
and 25,000 whites were in secondary 
school-hardly reftective of a 2o-to-l 
population ratio. Moreover, the most pro
ductive farmland and all the cities are 
designated as belonging to the 5-percent 
minority, while Africans are restricted to 
the 50 percent of the land which is the 
poorest and least productive. 

Those who protest this discrimination 
are subject to severe, often brutal, re
pression, and the options open to the ma
jority to change the system are virtually 

nonexistent, since it is a crime for any
one in Rhodesia to criticize the racial 
policies of the Smith regime. As a result, 
arbitrary detentions, arrests, torture, and 
executions of Africans continue with 
more than 200 political prisoners still in 
jail. 

Despite these severe measures, today's 
Rhodesia is in an increasingly precari
ous position. In fact, following the April 
25, 1974, coup in Portugal, progress to
ward independence and majority rule in 
Southern Africa ha[j been so swift that 
the question is no longer if but when 
Rhodesia will have a maJority-ruled 
government. This realization stems from 
a host of increasing pressures-both ex
t~rnal and internal-upon the regime. 
First of all, Rhodesia can no longer be 
assured of the continued support of 
South Africa, which is concerned with 
its own problems of international pres
sure, . growing internal resistance, and 
securmg its border with Mozambique. 
In fact, South Africa has withdrawn its 
poli.cy fron; Rhodesia and has publicly 
mdicated mterest in the achievement 
of a settlement in Rhodesia. 

In addition, Rhodesia can no longer 
rely upon the very valuable military in
telligence provided by the Portuguese 
Army in Mozambique and helpful to the 
conduct of Rhodesia's own civil war. 

Economically, international sanctions 
have played an important role in 
Rhodesia's continuing shortage of in
dustrial spare parts and foreign ex
change which appear to have par
ticularly worsened over the past year. 

Finally, the implications for Rhodesia 
of having a Frelimo-run government in 
Mozambique are, in themselves far
reaching. The Smith regime with its 
limited manpower, now h~ a 765-
mile border with recently independent 
Mozambique to defend, and must face 
the uncertainty of continued access to 
the Ports of Beira and Lourenco Mar
ques of Mozambique. In fact, there have 
been a number of recent reports ot 
skirmishes across the Rhodesian borders 
with Mozambique, Botswana and Zam
bia. These factors point to ~ weakening 
of the regime and the inevitability of 
majority rule there, despite Mr. Smith's 
efforts to the contrary. 

COLLINS CONDEMNS U.N. 
RESOLUTION 

The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 
previous order of the House, the gentle
woman from illinois (Mrs. CoLLINS) is 
recognized for 5 minutes. 

Mrs. COLLINS of illinois. Mr. Speaker 
last night the United Nations, in a dis~ 
play of contempt for world peace and 
d~ce~cy, passed a resolution condemning 
Z10msm as a form of racism. This act 
has been viewed by most observers as 
being offensive, spiteful and futile. 

It is sad to think that the United 
Nations, which was created in an at
tempt to maintain world peace and hu
man rights should now-30 years later
betray the spirit of humanism in which 
it was created. As Chaim. Herzog, Israel's 
chief delegate, reminded the United Na
tions last night: 
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This was the night-on November 10, 
1939-when Hitler's Nazi storm troopers 
laun~hed a .coordinated attack on the Jewish 
community in Germany, burned the syna
gogues in all its cities, destroy~d Jewish holy 
books, and attacked Jewish homes. 

The irony is not lost on those of us who 
have strongly supported the United Na
tions in the past. The epitaph for the 
United Nations might well have been 
sealed last night. 

Last night's unfortunate vote could 
result in further erosion of U.S. support 
for that world body-if, in fact, it is still 
a "world" body. The United Nations plays 
a very important role because it is the 
only place where the community o~ .na
tions can gather and debate cntlcal 
world concerns. However, if a majority 
of the world of nations is willing to J?ro
claim Zionism to be a form of ra~~m, 
then that same majority may be willmg 
to proclaim nationalism, Catholicism, 
and blackness as forms of racism, too, 
for all of these concepts are states of 
mind-philosophies which help specific 
communities to survive. . 

The further irony of last night's actions 
can be seen in the General Assembly's 
approval of a resolution allowing the 
Palestine Liberation Organization to par
ticipate in a peace settlement in the 
Middle East. This, on the one hand, 
seems to condone the actions of the ter
rorist organization while; on the other 
hand, condemn the spirit of Zionis~. 

Mr. Speaker, I denounce the actwns 
taken last night by the United Nations 
and hope that the majority of that :Jody 
will reverse themselves. 

SUBCOMMITI'EE ON HEALTH AND 
THE ENVIRONMENT ANNOUNCES 
HEARINGS ON NATIONAL HEALTH 
INSURANCE PROGRAM 
The SPEAKER pro tempore. Under a 

provision order of the House, the gentle
man from Florida (Mr. RoGERS) is rec
ognized for 5 minutes. 

Mr. ROGERS. Mr. Speaker, I am an
nouncing today the opening of public 
hearings before the Subcommittee on 
Health and the Environment of the 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce Com
mittee on the subject of national health 
insurance. Hearings wHl begin the week 
of December 8, 1975, with testimony 
from the congressional and organiza
tional sponsor of the major health in
surance bills introduced in this session. 
They will resume the middle of January 
1976, with a focus on specific issues. The 
hearings will serve to continue the very 
informative set of hearings that were 
held before the subcommittee on the 
same subject. 

Over the past several years, the Sub
committee on Health and the Environ
ment of the Interstate and F'ore~gn 
Commerce Committee has systemati
cally produced legisl,ation in a number 
of health areas that are part and parcel 
of a national health care program. We 
have dealt with issues of planning and 
health resources and factlities, question 
of manpower supply and distribution, and 
issues surrounding the development of 
organizational choices in the health care 

delivery system like health maintenance 
organizations-HMO'S. 

These aTeas have been addressed to 
improve, streamline, and make our 
existing s~stem more effective. Addition
ally, we must consider what new de
mands will be made on manpower, facili
ties, and resourees if we create a truly 
;national program of health care, no 
matter what form this new program 
~kes. , 

Current discussion ha.s centered on the 
financing mechanism. But it would be a 
hollow accomplishment to devise a fi
nancing mechanism if we did not have 
the proper supply of manpower, facilities, 
and resources to make the system work. 
We cannot afford to simply overlap a fi
nancial payment plan on the existing 
system. We must prepare the basic ele
ments. of the health system in order that 
they can respond to the new demands 
which an enlargement of the system will 
make. 

We believe that the time is right for 
our subcommittee to turn its attention 
to a national health program. 

It is widely recognized in the Congress 
and in the country that access to high 
quality health care is vital for our citi
zens. We have one of the most highly 
developed medical care systems in the 
world. And yet too many persons find 
they do not have access to care when 
they need it, too many persons face 
financial ruin each year because of 
catastrophic illnesses, too many of our 
children fail to get the proper health 
care they need in the early years of their 
life to make them as healthy and pro
ductive throughout their lives as they 
could be. It is estimated we will spend 
over $118 billion as a nation for our 
health care this fiscal year, yet these 
problems remain with us. 

Additionally, medical care costs keep 
rising at an alarming rate-the infla
tion factor was in excess of 13 percent 
in the last year-and the costs of both 
our public medical care coverage pro
grams and the costs of private insur
ance continue to increase rapidly as a 
result. What more pertinent reminder 
can we have of this than the recent 
news of the 35-percent average increase 
in premiums in the Federal employees' 
health benefits program. We need to find 
better ways to assure that the dollars 
we spend on health care buy more nec
essary services and better quality serv
ices, and that they are not simply eaten 
up by inflation or worse, contribute to 
inflation. 

Further, the intimate relationship be· 
tween the delivery of medical care and 
its financing makes it important that we 
find ways to make these systems work 
to complement ·each other. The major 
issues of health care delivery and health 
insurance must be considered together 
and solved together if we are to truly 
make progress in providing better health 
care to all Americans. 

It had been my hope that my subcom
mittee and the Health Subcommittee of 
the Ways and Means Committee, both of 
which have claim to jurisdiction in the 
area of national health insurance, could 
find a way to expedite this legislation by 
holding joint hearings. Unfortunately, 

this could not be worked out. Apparently 
the Ways and Means Committee's juris
diction is centered on questions relating 
to payroll tax financing of a health in
surance program ; our role is considerably 
broader, encompassing not only tradi
tional health issues-health planning 
and manpower issues, preventive and 
public health care questions, aspects of 
the organization of health care deliv
ery-but also all general revenue financ
ing questions, coverage of the poor, and 
benefit and reimbursement issues. 

But if we cannot have joint hearings, 
the Commerce Committee's broad re
sponsibilities in the health insurance 
area requires us to pursue the subject on 
our own. I would hope that we can struc
ture our hearings to cooperate with the 
Ways and Means sessions. We hope that 
both sets of hearings will add to the un
derstanding of the complex problems of 
our health care system, and that we can 
work toward formulation of a strong and 
viable national health insurance plan in 
this Congress. 
-The hearings before the Commerce 
Health Subcommittee will provide a re
view of the major issues involved in for
mulating a mitional health program. We 
will examine issues related to appropri
ate reimbursement systems, regulation 
of health care, necessary structural 
changes in the delivery system that must 
precede and be part of a national health 
program, the relationship of existing 
publicly financed, direct service programs 
to a health financing plan, and the long
range economic consequences of any na
tional health care system. We approach 
these hearings with a focus on those is
sues which we will need to deal with 
when legislation is formulated. For leg
islation in this Congress is our goal. 

CRYSTAL NACHT, .NOVEMBER 10, 
1975 

<Mr. KOCH asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the REcoRD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. KOCH. Mr. Speaker, yesterday is 
a day that will go down in the annals 
of history as a day when one of . the 
grossest outrages was committed. As 
Israeli Delegate Chaim Herzog to the 
United Na-tions said: 

Hitler would have felt at home in that 
body. 

Not only did the anti-Semitism em
braced by Hitler reign in that body-but 
the resolution passed on the very anni
versary of the infamous Crystal Nacht of 
November 10, 1938. That was the night 
when, as Ambassador Herzog recalled: 

Hitler's Nazi storm troopers launched a 
coordinated attack on the Jewish commu
nity in Germany, burned the synagogues in 
all its cities, destroyed Jewish holy books and 
attacked Jewish homes. 

Those countries that yesterday ap
proved the resolution classifying Zionism 
as "a form of racism and racial discrimi
nation" are countries that do not know 
the meaning of morality. They are led by 
the Arabs and the Soviets and are for the 
most part totalitarian and with rare 
exception do not know the democratic 
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processes. To be charitable, one could 
note that some were pulled along out of 
fear of being deprived of oil or money 
from Arab States. But, I must say, Mr. 
Speaker, that I am not moved to accept 
such pusillanimity as an excuse. If the 
wrath of God is ultimately to fall upon 
those who engaged in this abomination, 
it will fall upon all of them. And the tacit 
acquiescence of the 32 states that ab
stained makes them guilty too of this foul 
deed. 

We in the United States must be proud 
again of our delegate, Patrick Moyni
han, who rose and said: 

The United States does not acknowledge, 
will not abide by, will never acquiesce in 
this infamous act. . . . This day will live in 
infamy. 

The question now is what the United 
States should do. We must make clear 
our willingness to allow the United Na
tions to continue as a forum in which 
such bias reigns and outrages are com
mitted. We must reconsider-as painful 
as it is--our membership in this forum. 
For while we protest and oppose its in
famous acts, as a matter of morality, our 
membership and support of a vehicle of 
such heinous acts eventually taints us 
too. I would urge, therefore, that we 
should forthwith end all financial sup
port to the United Nations and all of 
its affiliated organizations. The rules of 
that organization provide that at the end 
of 2 years of nonpayment of dues, vot
ing privileges in the General Assembly 
are canceled. In my judgment if in that 
same period the United Nations does not 
reverse its position on this matter and 
a whole host of others, then we should 
allow that membership to lapse. To those 
who say we must work quietly and be
hind the scenes, I say that there were 
similar voices raised in Germany by 
those who joined the Nazi government to 
"work from within." Mr. Speaker, one 
cannot work within totalitarian orga
nizations and change them by joining 
them; indeed, Mr. Speaker, it is just the 
other way. By continuing with such or
ganizations it is we who will be cor
rupted to become like them. And that 
must never happen. 

CHICAGOANS SAY YES TO 
GUN CONTROL 

<Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
at this point in the RECORD and to in
clude extraneous matter.) 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI. Mr. Speaker, 
the Chicago . Tribune has recently con
ducted a poll in the Chicago area on the 
issue of gun control. It is one of the most 
exhaustive research efforts on this im
portant subject ever conducted by a sin
gle newspaper. The results of the poll 
were released in connection with a four
part series of articles which began a 
week ago SUnday. The results show dra
matically that the residents of Metro
politan Chicago, gun owners as well as 
rloiigun owners, favor much stronger 
Federal gun control laws. In fact, 86 per
cent of those polled were in favor of the 
strict control of handguns. 

In a separate poll conducted last spring 
by 6 different Chicago area organizations 
83 percent of the 21,000 respondents were 

in favor of the legislation that ABNER 
MlKvA and I have introduced again this 
year. Our bill would ban the manufac
ture, sale, importation, distribution, or 
transfer of handguns. 

In the recent Rostenkowski Eighth 
District questionnaire, 72.2 percent of 
those responding said that they were in 
favor of handgun control legislation and 
65.8 percent said that they would sup
port more stringent gun control than 
proposed by the Mikva-Rostenkowski bill. 

I hope that soon we will finally be de
bating this issue here on the floor of the 
House and I hope that we will pass out of 
this body a strong piece of legislation 
that will help to rid our streets of guns. 

Most of my colleagues are well a ware 
that I have never been · one to place 
lengthy pieces in the CONGRESSIONAL 
RECORD. However, Mr. Speaker, the Chi
cago Tribune has provided a great serv
ice to the Nation in its thorough investi
gation and analysis of attitudes about 
guns and gun control. I have been in
formed by the Government printers that 
the estimated cost of reprinting the 
Tribune series in the CONGRESSIONAL REC
ORD would be $1,215.50. This is a small 
price to pay for such valuable informa
tion to be made readily available to all 
Members of Congress. I include the mate
rials in the CONGRESSIONAL RECORD: 
CHICAGOANS SAY "YES" TO GUN CONTROL 

(By Wesley Hartzell) 
Two persons have tried to shoot President 

Ford and failed. 
Only one tried to shoot Joe Habron, a 

Northwest Side youth. The gunman suc
ceeded, and then killed himself. 

Joe's tragedy came to light in a Chicago 
Tribune survey that has uncovered sweeping 
support for laws to control guns, even among 
the vast number of persons who have guns. 

Joe Habron is a false name but a real case 
in point. 

Joe's father is one of 509 metropolitan 
Chicagoans called when a survey computer 
coughed out their telephone numbers in 
selecting a random sample of residents of 
the six-county metropolitan area. Like nearly 
all those interviewed, he is very much in 
favor of tightening gun laws. 

"I have a good reason," he said. "I lost a 
son by a gun fired by someone who was off 
his rocker. And as a result of that, I lost my 
wife later." At that point he broke down, 
and could say no more. 

The gun that killed Habron is one of 573,-
000 registered in Chicago since registration 
began in 1968. Enough guns, says Francis 
P. Kane, Mayor Daley's special assistant for 
gun registration, to arm 30 Army divisions. 
An additional 30,000 are registered each year, 
52 percent of them handguns. 

Nationally, it is estimated that at least 90 
million and as many as 135 mlllion firearms 
are in the hands of private citizens, includ
ing no less than 40 million handguns. Each 
year, about 2.1 million more handguns are 
m anufactured in the United States. 

If, as has been said many times, Americans 
are married to their cars, then there is ample 
evidence that guns are their paramours. 

No one knows exactly how many guns there 
are in the six-county area outside Chicago 
where guns do not have to be registered. The 
Tribune survey indicates that at least one 
of every five city households contains guns 
and that twice as many suburban house
holds-two of every five-possess guns. And 
the majority of those who admit they own 
guns also admit to owning two or more. 

Whether gun owners or not, the survey 
found, the vast majority of citizens of metro
politan Chicago favor strict controls on guns, 
and especially handguns. 

To measure these attitudes, those in the 
survey were asked to approve or disapprove 
five measures, ranging from a broad, general 
proposal for "strict control and regulation" 
of handguns to a stringent and specific pro
posal that all private ownership of handguns 
be outlawed. 

The responses ranged from an overwhelm
ing 88 per cent in favor of Congress requir
ing registration of all handguns to a sur
prisingly narrow 50 to 45 per cent rejection 
of a tough law to ban private handgun own
ership. 

Supported as widely as national handgun 
registration is a proposal to license the 
owners of all the nation's guns; 87 per cent 
said they would support the Congress in 
passing such a law. 

An 82 per cent majority said they support 
what essentially would be a community
level gun control measure: That a police per
mit be required to "buy any kind of a gun." 

Even the small group of respondents who 
said their households include a member of 
the National Rifle Association [NRA] sup
port the police-permit proposal by a 4-to-1 
margin. 

Respondents in those homes also support 
the general proposition that there should 
be "strict control and registration of hand
guns in this country" by the same 4-to-1 
margin-not far behind the 86 per cent sup
port for the proposal form all respondents. In 
light of the NRA's well-publicized opposition 
to many control schemes, this finding was 
somewhat surprising. 

Support for gun controls in metropolitan 
Chicago is broad and impressive, with only 
minor differences in how intensely city and 
S}lburban residents view four of the survey's 
proposals, as the accompanying chart shows. 

But the two areas separate sharply and 
significantly over the most far-reaching pro
posal: To outlaw private handgun ownership. 

In the suburbs, a clear 58 to 37 per cent 
majority oppose the scheme, while in the 
city a 53 to 40 per cent majority approve the 
idea. The experiences and attitudes behind 
this split will be explored in succeeding 
stories. 

The response of Chicago-area citizens to 
these key questions confirms and strengthens 
national trends in survey findings extending 
over the last 37 years. Surveys by George 
Gallup and more recently by Louis Harris 
have shown repeatedly during this period 
that solid majorities of the general pub
lic-including gun owners--favor controls. 

One of the first scientific polls ever con
ducted, by Gallup in 1938, found that 79 per 
cent of the public agreed "all owners of pis
tols and revolvers ~hould be required to reg
ister with the government." When the ques
tion was adapted for the Tribune survey, it 
won approval by 87 per cent. 

In 1972, Public Opinion Quarterly exam
ined the results of 34 years of surveys on 
gun control and reported that "never have 
fewer than two-thirds of the U.S. electorate 
wanted access to guns to come under some 
kind of official supervision .... " 

Looking at data before and after the bloody 
period that began with the assassination of 
President Kennedy and ended with the mur
ders of Martin Luther King Jr. and Robert 
Kennedy, the journal also noted, "There is 
no evidence that the last decade of violence, 
assassination, and attacks with guns has 
done anything to swell the public dema.nd 
for regulation of weapons." 

The Tribune survey found similar evidence 
that attitudes about gun control are so well 
fixed that they are not much affected by 
singular events. When respondents were 
asked if "the two recent attempts to kill 
President Ford changed your views on gun 
control," less than 1 in 10 said yes. 

And most of those who answered "yes" said 
the only aspect of their opinions that had 
really changed was a realization that some
thing should be done soon, a conclusion Joe 
Habron's father already had reached. 
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QUESTIONS, ANSWERS ON GUN CONTROL 

lin percent) 

All Residence Race 
re- Sex 

spond- Sub- City 
ents City urbs Whites whites Blacks Men Women 

Do you personally feel there Support_---- -- ---- ____ 
should or should not be Oppose ________ ___ ___ __ 
strict control and registra- No opinion ____________ 
tion of handguns in this Would you support or oppose 
country? 

86 93 80 86 96 87 80 91 
Congress passing a law 

Should be strict control_ 'hat requires registration 
Should not__ ___________ 11 5 17 12 3 9 16 7 of all handguns? 
No opinion ____________ 3 3 3 2 1 4 4 2 Support _______________ 

Would you favor or oppose a Oppose ___________ _____ 
law which would require a No opinion ____ ______ __ 
person to obtain a police Still speaking of pistols and 
permit before he or she revolvers, should there or 
could buy a gun? should there not be a law 

Favor----------------- 82 86 78 81 88 86 76 88 to forbid the possession of 
Oppose ________________ 15 11 17 15 9 14 21 9 this kind of gun by all ex-
No opinion _____ _____ __ 4 3 4 4 3 -------- 4 4 cept the police and other 

Would you support or oppose authorized persons? 
Congress passing a law Should be a law ________ 
that requires the licensing Should not__ ___ ____ ____ 
of all gun owners? No opinion ____________ 

Note: CJiumns may not add up to 100 percent due to rounding. 

How SURVEY WAS TAKEN 

The findings in the Tdbune survey came 
from the responses of 509 men and women 
whose households were selected ra.ndomlly 
to ~ovide a ol"'SSSSeCtion of households 1n 
the siX-county metropolitan Chicago area. 

The respondents were located by oom
puter-directed random digit dial1ng and 
interviewed by telephone. The sample was 
drawn and field work and data processtng 
provided for the survey by Marke-Trends, 
Inc ., a Deerfielld market research firm. , 

The margin of error in surveys of this type 
and sire generally is calculated at less than 
4 peJ: cent. 

Prof. James Wright of the University of 
Massachusetts pollster George Gallup, and 
the National Opinion Research Center at the 
University of Chicago provided assistance in 
the development of the survey question
naire. 

The project was directed by Michael 
Smith of T~1e Tribune. 

ExCLUSIVE INTERVIEW: DALEY-GOMMON 
SENSE PLEA ON GuNS . 

(By Jeff Lyon) 
Mayor Daley this week said he strongly 

favors a complete ban on the manufacture 
and sale of handguns and blamed congres
sional fear of the National Rifle Association 
and firearms makers for the lack of tough 
federal legislation. 

In an exclusive interview with The Tribune 
in his City Hall office, Daley was the practical 
politician as always. He recognized that Con
gress is not yet ready for the full controls he 
advocates and instead sees strict curbs com
ing in phases-with registration of the na
tion's sidearms as the first step. 

Making a common sense plea for action by 
lawmakers, he said he would follow new fed
eral laws with an "educational" program to 
convince Americans that handguns posses
sion is folly. 

Daley led the Chicago City Council effort 
to pass a firearms registration ordinance in 
January, 1968, which is regarded as tougher 
than those of most cities, and his opposition 
to guns has not flagged. 

In the interview, the mayor indicated he 
was not surprised at the results of a Tribune 
survey showing that Chicago-area residents 
overwhelmingly favor strong federal gun con
trols. 

His own arguments for control lean heavily 
on his belief that handguns ownership ac
tually places the owner and his family in 
more jeopardy, rather than in a position of 
safety. 

Here is the interview: 
Q-Mr. Mayor, you've seen the Tribune 

survey findings and the results of a recent 
Harris poll, both showing the public wants 

strict gun laws at the federal level. There 
have been many bills before Congress in the 
past, and they've largely failed. What chance. 
does meaningful legislation have this time 
around? 

A-With the figures that have been stated 
in the Harris poll as well as in yours, I don't 
think the Congress can long neglect what the 
people are talking about and what the people 
feel. I think we will get some legislation out 
of Congress, and I think we should. 

Q-What sort of legislation? 
A-The first legislation that I think the 

men and women who are experts in this field 
call for is the registration of all handguns 
and the identification of the handgun with 
the owner, not just the registration of the 
gun alone. 

That's why our [Chicago's] law is better 
than the state's. We identify the individual 
with the gun. But the Congress should have 
a national law which ties up the gun with 
the owner. 

We realize that in itself won't get the job 
done. We'll need an advertising campaign 
in the newspapers, radio, and television to 
point out what a serious problem it is to have 
a handgun in your home and point out the 
number of accidents that occur-husband 
shooting wife, boy shooting parents mistaking 
them for invaders. 

And then, if these figures . are true, and 
they are true, that 40 to 45 per cent of 
murders are committed in the heat of pas
sion when a gun is available, then the edu
cation starts to proceed-that if you have a 
gun in your home, it's a dangerous weapon 
for everyone: husband and wife, parent and 
child. 

This is what we see everyday. The police 
blotters are just loaded with this kind of 
crime. If we can put on the same kind of 
campaign nationally as we do in warning 
people of the dangers of cigaret smoking, 
I think that's when we'll see change. 

Q-Qur survey findings show the public 
already senses need for control. Why do con
gressmen fail to comply with the public's 
desires? 

A-Because they're afraid of the rifle as-
sociation [the National Rifle Association). 

Q-Why? 
A-You'll have to ask them. 
Q-Do you believe it's just the rifle associ

ation, or is it the manufacturers of weapons? 
A-I think it's a combination of both. 

It's big business. One billion, or $500 million 
in guns in our country. Lot of money. 

[A pause, then the mayor continued.) 
I don't think you can do this, getting 

everything you want in legislation from a 
democracy at this time. You've got to do it 
in phases, and the big push should come on 
the registration on the national level of the 
guns. You hit that. 

All Residence Race 
re- Sex 

spond- Sub- City 
ents City urbs Whites whites Blacks Men Women 

87 91 84 87 93 86 80 93 
11 8 14 11 7 13 17 6 
2 1 3 2 -------- 1 3 1 

88 92 85 89 94 89 84 93 
10 6 14 10 5 11 14 6 
2 2 1 1 1 -------- 2 1 

45 53 37 46 60 37 37 52 
50 40 58 49 34 56 59 40 
6 7 5 5 6 7 4 8 

Then the next step, and you wouldn't sell 
it now, is to stop the manufacturers of the 
guns. Why keep manufacturing handguns 
if everyone says they're so dangerous to our 
people and they're k1lling some of our people? 
There's no need for manufacture. 

And then the next phase is to try al!d 
convince people not to have the gun. 

Q-Please explain further. 
A-I think the handgun problem in itself 

is principally educat:ion and enlightenment 
on the facts of what a handgun means in the 
home. 

How many times in a burglary does a 
fella have an opportunity to get up and get 
to his gun and come back and confront the 
fella without being killed himself? Because 
when you are awakened, unless you are a 
light sleeper, you're awakened under a flash
light in your eyes. 

The security that the gun gives you
that idea has to be dispelled because it 
doesn't give you security. It gives you dan
ger, and it lurks every time you have that 
gun in your house. 

I'll tell you an incident. A fella came in 
and told me of an experience. He had come 
downstairs and he saw something moving, 
and he had his .45 that he had as a Marine 
officer, and he said, "I was going to shoot, 
and something came over me and I hollered." 

And it was his wife. She was behind the 
curtain coming out of the. kitchen. He 
thought it was someone in the house. He 
could have killed her. 

He said, "So I took the goddamn thing 
and I went out to the steel m1lls, and I 
threw it in one of those furnaces. I don't 
want a gun in my house." 

You see, we have the impression, and it's 
historical, that the frontier people all had 
guns, the people in the West all had guns. 
They had to. 

What did the fella say? Smith & Wesson 
makes all fellas equal. But those times are 
over. Then the hunters say ·you're taking 
their rifle away. You don't hunt with a 
handgun. . 

Q. Sen. Percy said he doesn't believe a gun 
in his house would have prevented the mur
der of his daughter Valerie. Is this what 
you're saying about the value of guns? 

A-You see, many people have the gun 
thinking it gives them security. And this is 
the educational part-we have to change 
their thinking. It doesn't give you security. 
It endangers you and your family. 

Now, fellas in the store with guns avail
able-they have one under the counter or in 
the closet. Someone comes in, and they've 
defended themselves. We have to dispel that 
idea. Fifty per cent of the time the guy 
defending himself gets killed. What the hell 
good is the gun? When he goes to draw it, he 
gets killed. 

Q-Mr. Mayor, Chicago has had many of 
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these strict laws for a long time (1968], and 
yet it hasn't cut the crime rates. Why? 

A-You have to have the full cooperation 
of the prosecutors, the state's attorney. And 
we haven't had it. They look at fellas in a 
holdup with a. gun, and they're talking about 
robbery, they're talking about armed rob
bery and burglary, and they never book them 
for the !allure to have gun ·registration. 

Q-What about laxity by judges in gun 
cases? 

A-When there's not an aggressive pro
secution, the judges have nothing to pro
secute. 

We have set up a special court, hoping to 
have a special assistant from the state to the 
corporation counsel, because the state's at
torney's office says they're too busy, they 
can't prosecute. They are busy fighting ma
jor crime. So we have a new court set up and 
an assistant corporation counsel trying to 
prosecute instead of a state's attorney. 

Q-How's it worked out? 
A-Well, they haven't had enough time. 

It was just set up. 
Q-(from Tribune City Hall reporter Ed

ward Schreiber) I've heard that sometimes 
a policeman stops a suspicious character, be
lieving he might be a burglar, and finds a 
gun. The courts throw that out. 

A-Well, the prosecutor's afraid to pro
seeute these cases. We're bringing them now 
under city law, because (State's Atty. Bern
ard] Carey won't handle them. 

Q-Carey won't handle them? 
A-Well, he's made some statements about 

the law being unconstitutional or something 
else, as I recall. 

Q-How about constitutionality? The U.S. 
Supreme Court has indicated it feels the 2d 
Amendment was a collective right, pertain
ing to militias, and doesn't give us the right 
to sit with guns. 

A-Well, if all of us have a right to sit 
and hold guns under the Constitution, we're 
in pretty bad shape as a society. Undoubt
edly. Because the right to bear arms was the 
right to have a militia, and the m111tia was 
a representative of the various states. And 
I don't think it said in there that every in
dividual citizen of our country should be 
walking around with a shotgun or a pistol 
in his holster. 

Q-One reason for the current activity 
in Congress on the gun question is two re
cent attempts on President Ford's life. Do 
you ever find yourself, like some others in 
public life, worrying about assassination? 

A-No, no. I don't worry about anything. 
Why worry about it? 

Q-Do you think .... 
A-What about the assassination of John 

Kennedy and those of Robert Kennedy and 
Martin Luther King? Everyone thought that 
the death of our late President Kennedy 
would shock any Congress into passing some 
kind of legislation to regulate handguns, and 
the whole idea of guns. And when his brother 
was assassinated, we thought that would 
bring it. 

Q-Well, you say that the politicians are 
afraid of .•. 

A-I didn't say that. You said that. I said 
you have to ask them. I don't know what 
their fear is. 

Q-Do you ever find yourself, like some 
others of us, speculating that there not only 
is a lobby effort but maybe some under-the
table efforts to ..• 

A-No, no, I don't think in that direction. 
Q-But that wouldn't . . . 
A-No, I think every !ella decides with his 

own conscience what he thinks. 
Q--So there's no bribery e1fort? 
A-No. 
Q-You've been called a. high astute poli

tician, an expert in getting legislation passed. 
How would you get legislators to respond? 

A-First I'd convince the executive. 
Q-Do you think President Ford has been 

lax? 
A-Well, you answer that yourself. 
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Q-What would you do after that? 
A-Well, you'd find out whether the execu

tive will support it or not and then take it 
to Congress with executive support, and then 
the Congress would have some direction. And 
that's our constitutional form of govern
ment. 

Q-Our survey found many legislators 
themselves own gun. Sen. Stevenson, for in
stance, owns nine. Congressman George 
Shipley has one. Congressman Henry Hyde 
has one. 

A-What kind of guns? 
Q-Oh, pistols and rifles and shotguns . 

Some say for recreation, others say for pro
tection. 

A-Many pick them up for collections. But 
you'd have to talk to them about that. I can't 
answer. 

Q-Have you ever owned any guns? 
A-Have!? 
Q-Yes. 
A-A handgun? 
Q-Yes. 
A-No. And that's the end of our inter

view. If you don't mind (laughingly], I've 
got some people out there. 
GUNS HAVE FEW FRIENDS AMONG OLD, POOR, 

WOMEN 

"The other day a girl down the street 
got shot by a gun her father had in the house. 
There are too many accidents with guns."-A 
Chicago woman in her early 20s. 

"My fear is the man that has the hand
gun. They should be in the hands of only the 
police." A Chicago man of limited income, 
in his 50s. 

"If they could control the sale of guns, it 
would be safer to walk the streets."-A black 
Chicagoan in his 40s. 

"Guns are dangerous to have around the 
house. They seem to be getting in the hands 
of the wrong people."-A young Chicago 
woman, a high school drop-out. 

If the voices of central city residents, of 
poorer citizens, of the elderly, of blacks and 
women were heard clearly in the hall of 
Congress and the General Assembly, they 
might get something they support even more 
forcefully than does the general populace: 
Strict controls on gun ownership. 

A Chicago Tribune survey has found that 
gun controls have broad, solid-majority sup
port throughout the six-county Chicago 
metropolitan area, but some control pro
posals win nearly unanimous support from 
those segments of the community. 
· Among older citizens especially, guns have 

few friends. Some of their responses to sur
vey questions indicate that many feel them
selves to be helpless prey for criminals, a feel
ing intensified by the frequent use of guns in 
crimes. 

A woman over 65 told a. survey interviewer 
she had been beaten by armed muggers sev
eral times on the street near her home. "I 
was so afraid to go out anymore, I quit my 
job. Without guns out there, I wouldn't be 
as afraid to go out." 

It was no suprise that she was among the 
55 per cent majority of survey respondents 
65 and older who said they would support a. 
law to outlaw all private ownership of hand
guns-a. proposition rejected by half of the 
area's general population but approved by 
at least pluralities of senior citizens, central 
city whites, the poor, the less educated, and 
women. 

Those giving the most resounding vote for 
abolishing handgun ownership are whites 
who live in the city: 60 per cent favor a hand
gun ban. But Chicago blacks reject the out
lawing of private ownership of handguns by 
53 per cent. 

Pierre de Vise, the University of nunols 
Circle Campus urbanologist, observed that 
their rejection of the proposal demonstrates 
that "the blacks are more concerned with 
having a. gun for protection than whites. 
They undoubtedly feel that a. law doing 
away with handguns would be a. disa.d-

vantage to them, because they apparently 
believe the criminals would have guns, law 
or no law." 

Blacks, however, join women, central 
whites, the poor, and the less educated in 
giving each of the survey's four other pro
posals to control guns heavier support than 
shown by the general population. Discussed 
in the first article in this series and each 
supported by at least 8 of every 10 area. 
residents, the four proposals are: 

That there should "be strict control and 
registration of handguns in this country," 

. that a law should require a person to obtain 
"a police permit before he or she could buy 
a gun," and that Congress should pass laws 
requiring "the licensing of all gun owners" 
and the "registration of all handguns." 

Those most concerned about gun controls 
tend to evidence greater fear and concern 
about crime and safety than others in the 
metropolitan area. 

When all 509 respondents were asked if 
there are ar~as around their communities 
where they are "afraid to walk alone at 
night," nearly 67 per cent said "yes." But 
89 per cent of Chicago blacks and 79 per 
cent of Chicago whites said "yes," as did 73 
per cent of all women and 75 per cent of 
those over 50 years old. 

In contrast, 60 per cent of the men and 
54 percent of all those living outside Chicago 
said there are areas near their homes where 
they are afraid to walk alone at night. 

There is little to wonder about in the 
fears of some groups, especially blacks. Ac
cording to De Vise, blacks living in the city 
are 20 times as likely to be kllled or hurt 
than are whites. The murder rate for blacks 
in Chicago is 10 times that for whites. 

"This is a daily concern with blacks," said 
De Vise. "This is why a majority feel they 
need a handgun for protection." 

Young black males, 18 to 24, are the least 
safe, and the murder rates for 25- to 34· 
year-old black males are not far behind. 

The city residents least often the victims 
of murder, said De Vise, are white boys and 
girls 5 to 14 years old and white females 15 
to 24 years old. Survey respondents con
~erned most about their safety and about 
outlawing guns also tend to be surer that 
gun controls "would cut down on accidental 
deaths and crimes of passion." While nearly 
8 of every 10 surveyed--77 per cent--agree 
with this, 86 per cent of all women, 85 per 
cent of those over 50, and 84 per cent of the 
city's blacks and whites feel that wav. 

In contrast, again, are men-68 percent 
believe controls will reduce deaths-and resi
dents outside Chicago, of whom 72 percent 
llnk controls to fewer accidental gun deaths. 

Similarly, the strongest supporters of gun 
controls also are the strongest believers that 
controls "would cut down on street crime," 
a somewhat controversial claim that even 
some outspoken gun-control advocates dis
pute. Nonetheless, 77 percent of all those 
interviewed agree that gun controls would 
cut down street crimes. 

Even more confident are women f 82 per 
cent], those 50 and older (86 per cent], 
Chicago residents (82 per cent], the poorer, 
and less educated that gun controls would 
reduce street crime. 

These same groups also tend to agree more 
than others that "anyone who commits a 
crime with a gun should be given double 
the regular sentence," a proposal accepted 
by only a slight, 53 per cent majority of all 
the respondents. 

Nearly 7 of every 10 of those over 50 and 
nearly 6 of every 10 city dwellers support 
double sentences for gun-toting criminals. 
Women generally are decidedly more in favor 
of the idea than men, with 55 per cent of 
women but a bare 50 per cent of men agree
ing. 

Chicago blacks are not as strongly in favor 
of double sentencing as Chicago whites, a 
difference De Vise said may be due to a fear 
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that blacks would be victims of this law in 
some instances. 

"If they owned a handgun and made de
~ensive use of it as, for example, in a quarrel 
with friends, they could be victimized by 
double sentencing,'' said De Vise. 

"This is not be interpreted that blacks 
are more lawless than whites,'' he said. "They 
are probably more sensitive to the danger 
of the gun." 

The National Rifle Association [NRA] 
traditionally has supported higher sentences 
for criminals who use guns, and the Tribune 
survey found that 58 per cent of those re
spondents in the Chicago area involved in 
the NRA agree with that view. 

Franklin E. Zimring, University of Chicago 
law professor and co-author of a report on 
guns for the National Commission on the 
Causes and Prevention of Violence, has- de
voted considerable attention to proposals for 
extra sentences for gun criminals. 

"Do we want to make the punishment for 

gun robbery so high that the extra punish
ment risked if the robber k1lls his victim 
seems relatively small?" Zimring asked. 

"It may be that the only way to make the 
distinction important is to reduce the pun
ishment for nongun robbery .... The pun
ishment for robbery is already quite severe, 
at least on the books. How much more po
tential deterrence do we have left in the 
system?" 

A reduction of sentences for unarmed rob
bery "could produce more unarmed robbery 
for every gun robbery prevented," Zimring 
conceded, but he suggested the tradeoff 
might save 11 ves. 

Blacks split •farthest from gun-control ad
vocates on the question of whether individ
ug.ls have a constitutional right to own a 
handgun. While city whites reject the idea 
50 to 39 percent, blacks said hand gun own
ership is a right by a solid 65 to 25 per cent 
margin. 

Interestingly, that attitude places blacks 

QUESTIONS, ANSWERS ON GUN CONTROl 

All 
respond

ents 

[In percent) 

Residence 

City Suburb Whites 

Race 

City 
whites 

We've talked to a lot of people about their feelings on gun. control. I am 
going to read you some of the things people have told us. Some people 
agree with these statements, while others disagree. We're just in-
terested in your opinions on them. Do you agree or disagree with that 
statement? 

There are areas right around here where I would be afraid to walk 
alone at night: 

67 81 54 62 79 Agree. ___________________________________________________ 
Disagree. _____________ __________________ ___ ______________ 32 17 44 37 20 

squarely with gun owners and suburban
ites-groups that don't share the intensity 
of blacks' concern for gun controls short of 
a total ban on privately held handguns. 

Blacks' feelings about their constitutional 
right to own handguns may be a refiection 
of other pressures, such as the fear shown 
when nearly 9 o~ every 10 blacks surveyed 
said there are areas near their homes where 
they are afraid to walk alone at night. 

Among those groups of metropolitan Chi
cagoans who favor gun controls by the wid
est margins, only those 65 years and older 
solidly deny [58 per cent] the proposition 
that handgun owning is a constitutional 
right. 

Perhaps the elderly were among the few 
listening to the United States Supreme Court 
when, in various cases, it ruled that the Con
stitution's 2nd Amendment, affirming the 
right "of the people to keep and bear arms," 
pertains only to the states' right to maintain 
a militia and is a collective right, not an in
dividual one. 

Sex Age group 

Blacks Men Women 18-34 35-49 50+ 

87 60 73 64 62 75 
13 39 24 34 37 24 

Not sure _______________________________________ ---------- 2 2 2 2 1 ---------- 1 3 2 1 1 
Control of guns would cut down on accidental deaths and crimes of 

of passion: 
77 83 72 76 84 Agree ____________________________________________________ 

Disagree. _________________ __ ----------------------------- 19 12 24 19 11 
Not sure _________________________________________________ 5 5 4 5 5 

Owning a handgun is my constitutional right: 
53 49 56 51 39 Agree. _________________________________________________ ~_ 

Disagree. ______________________________________ __ -- __ --_- 39 40 38 42 50 
Not sure. ___________ ___ _________ -------- -- --------------- 8 11 6 8 11 

Anyone who commits a crime with a gun should be given double the 
regular sentence: 

53 59 48 53 63 Agree ______ ____________________________ __________________ 
Disagree ____________________________ ---- ___ -------------- 35 28 41 36 26 
Not sure ______________ - ___________ ~ __ ----_- __ ------------ 12 13 12 11 11 

Control of guns would cut down on street crime: 
77 82 72 76 82 Agree. ___________________________________________________ 

Disagree ______________________ ----- ____ -- ____ ------------- 21 15 26 22 16 
Not sure _______________________________ -- __ -------------- 2 3 2 2 3 

Note: Columns may not add up to 100 percent due to rounding. 

SEcURrrY, RIGHTS ARE IMPORTANT To GUN suburbs of the six-county metropolitan area: 
OWNERS 4 of every 10 households said they own guns. 

(By wesley Hartzell) In the city, 2 of every 10 admitted to owning 
agun. . 

"I love guns. I clean and polish them. I Other surveys across the country have 
would like to bring down an animal with found similar patterns of ownership in the 
one. I admire them. I have owned guns, suburbs of major cities, but some have found 
and I feel secure that I have them. I feel more city dwellers admitting to ownership 
it's my right to own them." of guns-typically about S of 10. It is pas-

That's the voice of a suburban homeowner, sible some Chicago respondents declined to 
about 40 years old, with a comfortable family admit owning guns because they have not 
income of more than $20,000 a year--charac- registered them, a requirement in the city 
teristics of the most common group of gun but not in the suburbs. 
owners found in the Chicago Tribune's sur- The Tribune survey's 509 respondents 
vey of metropolitan Chicago's attitudes to- were selected randolnly to provide a cross
ward guns and controls. section of the six-county area's 2,367,000 

Like 6 of every 10 gun owners surveyed, households and their 7,153,800 residents. If 
he owns more than one [a pistol and two 30 per cent of these households have guns, 
rifies], and like most other gun owners he as the survey indicates, then it can be esti
is for more stringent controls on gun owner- mated that 710,370 homes in the Chicago 
ship "but within limits." The limits he sets area are armed, 488,488 in the suburbs and 
are the ones also set by most gun owners at least 221,882 in the city. 
surveyed: Since more than 6 of every 10 of the 

He would give support for "strict control gun-owning households were found to own 
and registration of handguns," for requiring at least two guns, it can be assumed that 
a police permit to buy a gun, for "licensing the number of guns in the hands of pri
of all gun owners" and "registration of all vate citizens in the metropolitan area 
fiatly reject a proposal a majority of those easily reaches into the mlllions. 
who do not own gun approve: Outlawing Gun owners were asked if they keep 
private ownership of handguns. f h d , guns or recreational uses such as hunting, 

an guns, but he and other gun owners collecting, and target shooting or for pro-
Three of every 10 of those surveyed by tection, or for both reasons. In the city, 

The Tribune said there are guns in their nearly 6 of every 10 said their guns are for 
homes. The heaviest ownership is in the protection, while 1n the suburbs more than 

83 68 86 70 78 85 
14 26 11 25 17 11 
3 6 4 5 5 4 

65 60 45 56 55 45 
25 34 44 35 37 47 
10 6 11 9 8 8 

54 50 55 39 60 66 
31 38 33 47 29 24 
15 12 12 14 11 11 

79 72 82 71 76 86 
18 27 16 26 23 13 
3 2 2 3 1 1 

6 of every 10 said their guns are for recre
ation. 

James D. Wright, a University of Massa
chusetts sociologist who is studying pre
vious surveys on gun controls and owner
ship, has estimated from the data that 
about 60 Inillion adult Americans live in 
homes that hold firearins. About 47 per 
cent of all households surveyed were 
armed-including a majority of 59 per cent 
of homes 1n the South. Among gun own
ers, says Wright, less than half-42 per 
cent--own handguns. 

The Tribune survey found that more than 
half of the gun-owning households in met
ropolitan Chicago have handguns--or about 
12 per cent of all Chicago households and 
21 per cent of all suburban households. 

The persons who have handguns don't 
keep them for the fun of it--nearly 9 of 
every 10 surveyed said their pistols are for 
protection. Less than 1 of every 10 rl1ie and 
shotgun owners said their weapon's prin
cipal purpose is protection. 

The handgun poses a special problem for 
gun control, according to Franklin E. Zim
ring, a University of Chicago law professor 
and co-author of a 1969 report, Firearms 
and Violence 1n American Life, prepared for 
the National Commission on the Causes and 
Prevention of Violence. 

Zimring estimates that while only one of 
every four privately owned firearms 1s a 
handgun, three of every four gun k111ings 
involve a handgun. 
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As reported Monday, women are signifi

cantly more opposed to gun ownership than 
men. Thirty-nine per cent of the house
holds represented by men in the survey 
have guns, but only 22 per cent of the 
households reported by women have guns. 
One question this raises is whether some 
men, sensitive to the criticism and con
cern, simply don't tell women that there 
are guns in the household. 

Five per cent of all those surveyed said 
that at least one member of their households 
is a member of the National Rifle Associa
tion [NRA], the powerful and vocal orga
nization of gun owners frequently cited a.s 

All re-
spond- Nongun 

ents City Suburbs owners 

Do you personally feel there 
should or should not be 
strict control and registra-
tion of handguns in this 
country? 

Should be strict control. 86 93 80 89 
Should not. ___________ 11 5 17 7 
No opinion _________ ___ 3 3 3 4 

Would you favor or oppose a 
law which would require a 
person to obtain a police 
permit before he or she 
could buy a gun? 

82 86 78 87 Favor _____ - - ----------
Oppose ____ • ______ ---- 15 11 17 10 
No opinion ____________ 4 3 4 3 

Would you support or oppose 
Congress passing a law 
that requires the licensing 
of all programs? 

Note : Columns may not add up to 100 percent due to rounding. 

POWERFUL NRA LOBBY REPRESENTS 1.1 MILLioN 
The National Rifle Association, main op

ponent of gun-control laws in Congress and 
State legislatures, has a dues-paying mem
bership of 1.1 million. 

More than 40,000 of its members live in 
Illinois, where a current drive is said by NRA 
spokesman to be netting 100 new members a 
day. 

The highly respected association, which has 
assets of $19 million according to one esti
mate and an annual budget of almost $8 
million, supports not only one of the strong
est lobbying programs in the country but also 
an extensive and useful educational pro
gram on how to use and care for guns safely. 

Chief executive of the organization, which 
has extensive and luxurious oflices in Wash
ington, D.C., is Gen. Maxwell Rich [Utah 
National Guard, Ret.], holder of the Silver 
Star, Bronze Star, and Croix de Guerre. 

The NRA believes, according to Rich, that 
gun-control advocates must never "get a 
foot in the door." By giving ground on a 
seemingly minor gun-control issue, he says, 
the NRA might allow its opponents to gain 
the momentum to pass a bill conflscating all 
weapons. 

To keep that foot out of the door, the NRA 
has five full time lobbyists and a 20-member 
staff to support them. In addition, Rich said, 
his organization has hired a consulting firm 
to help in the buttonholing of congressmen. 

"We don't know if it's going to be this fall, 
or next year, or even three years from now, 
but the gun debate certainly is coming to a 
head, and we are going to be ready." Rich 
said. 

The NRA also propagandizes its cause 
through its monthly American Rifleman 
magazine, which goes to each member carry
ing frequent exhortations to "write your con
gressman" to protect gun laws. 

The magazine is much more than a propa-

the most influential lobbyist against strin
gent federal controls on gun ownership. 

Although their number is too small to 
allow meaningful examination of their at
titudes, the Chicago-area NRA households 
surveyed are firmly behind four of the five 
gun controls proposed, although not a.s 
strongly as other citizens. On the fifth pro
posal-outlawing private ownership of hand
guns-they are united in their opposition, 
1n sharp contrast to those who do not own 
guns, who support the proposal, and the 
general public, who divide 50 per cent 
against to 45 per cent for. 

Gun 
owners 

79 
20 
1 

71 
23 
5 

QUESTIONS, ANSWERS ON GUN CONTROL 

[In percent) 

Own for Own for 
recrea- protec-

tion tion 

Support.-------- - -----

~~Po0;i~ion:::::::: :::: 
Would you support or oppose 

Congress passing a law 
78 88 that requires registration 
20 12 of all handguns? 
2 ----- - --- Support.--------- _____ 

Oppose •• ____ ---------

stm ~~e~~\~~~t"f.istols-ana· 
revolvers, shou d there or 
should there not be a law 

72 79 to forbid the possession of 
23 21 this kind of gun by all ex-
5 --------- cept the police and other 

authorized persons? 
Should be a law ____ ___ _ 
Should not_ ___________ 
No opinion __________ __ 

ganda sheet, however. It is considered one of 
the best gun journals in the business. 

CONGRESSMEN, VoTERS DIFFER ON OWNING, 
CONTROLLING GUNS 

(By Wesley Hartzell) 
When the talk moves to gun controls, the 

tone of congressmen is conspicuously off key 
from the voices of voters in six-county metro
politan Chicago area. 

The views of Chicago-area and Illinois 
congressional delegations do not harmonize 
with the attitudes toward cont rols of resi
dents in the Chicago area, as uncovered in a 
Chicago Tribune survey. 

The 24 Dllnois members of the House of 
Representatives and both senators were asked 
their views of a range of gun-control schemes 
also proposed to 509 persons selected as a 
cross section of metropolitan residents. The 
senators and 22 of the representatives 
responded. Their views make interesting com
parisons with the opinions of constituents to 
whom they must answer. 

For example, while 88 per cent of the 
metropolitan Chicagoans surveyed said they 
would support a federal law requiring 
registration of all handguns, 63 per cent of 
the Chicago-area congressmen support it and 
only 48 per cent of all illinois congressmen 
do so. Both of these groups include the state's 
two senators. 

When a Federal law to license gun owners 
was proposed, 87 per cent of the survey's 
respondents said they favor it, but only 
63 per cent of Chicago-area and 57 per cent 
of all Dlinois congressmen do. 

Asked if pollee permits should be required 
before purchasing a gun, 82 per cent of the 
survey respondents said "yes," versus 63 per 
cent of Chicago-area and 65 percent of all 
Dlinois congressmen. 

The volunteered comments of some of 
the congressmen about t h is proposal in
dicate strong sentiment to allow local officials 

Among the handful of gun owners whose 
attitudes mirror those of most persons with
out guns are some whose gun ownership is 
not by choice-the gun had been left be
hind, was a gift or war souvenir, or, as in 
the case of one Chicago woman, was her 
husband's passing fancy. 

"I wouldn't know how to use it,'' she 
sa.id, "and it's dangerous to have around 
the house. I don't even want a gun." 

Her husband, a truck driver, had bought 
the gun, a rifle, but then lost interest. He 
has never used it. But it's still there, "way 
up on a shelf, out of sight." 

All re- Own for Own for 
spond- Nongun Gun recrea- protec-

ents City Suburbs owners owners tion tion 

87 91 84 91 79 77 88 
11 8 14 8 19 20 12 
2 1 3 1 3 4 ---------

88 92 85 90 83 83 88 
10 6 14 8 15 15 12 
2 ·2 1 1 2 2 - --------

45 53 37 55 23 22 27 
50 40 58 40 72 71 70 
6 7 5 6 5 7 3 

to institute gun controls through such 
means a.s police permits, rather than relying 
on federal laws. 

On the survey's thorniest proposal
whether possession of handguns by private 
citizens should be outlawed-the Chicago
area. congressmen were close in tune with 
their constituents; 45 per cent of the voters 
accept the idea., while 44 percent of area. 
congressmen approved it. Among all Illinois 
congressmen surveyed, only 30 per cent 
approve the idea.. 

The mismatch of congressional opinions 
with those of a majority of the people may 
explain why 79 percent of survey respond
ents said they believe Congress is doing 
too little to control guns. 

Interestingly, 14 of the 24 members of 
Congress surveyed agree that Congress has 
done ·'too little" to control guns. several of 
them, however, are involved in proposed leg
islation that goes beyond what President 
Ford has suggested is needed for gun control. 

In 1968 Congress passed what is known 
as the Gun Control Act of 1968. It includes 
a ban on importation of cheap handguns, but 
loopholes permit gun parts to be shipped to 
the U.S. and assembled. It also requires all 
gun dealers to hold federal licenses. The 
licenses cost $10 a year and are held by 
160,000 dealers, a number which has been 
all but impossible to police effectively. 

The gu!]. controls of the 1968 act led Frank
lin E. Zimring, University of Chicago law 
professor and co-author of a 1969 report, 
Firearms and Violence in American Life, for 
the National Commission on the Causes and 
Prevention of Violence, to observe in a recent 
article in The Journal of Legal Studies: 

"If Congress is supposed to be the policy
setting institution, the Gun Control Act 
of 1968 may stand as an example of the 
blind leading the halt." 

More than 130 gun proposals are before 
Congress. Ford's bill, which would ban sales 
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of cheap "Saturday Night Specials" and re
quire mandatory sentences for anyone using 
a gun ina crime, is considered the softest 
and least likely . to provoke the gun lobby 
to wrath. 

Strictest is a bill offered by Rep. John Con
yers [D., Mich.) which would ban civilian 
possession of handguns, a proposal included 
in the Tribune survey. Conyers admits it's 
not likely to pass--just as it does not with 
Dlinois congressmen or metropolitan Chica
goans. 

Illinois lawmakers involved in some of the 
bills between the extremes of the Ford and 
Conyers proposals include Sen. Stevenson [D., 
Ill.], Sen Percy [R. Ill.] Rep. Robert McClory 
[R., Joliet] and Rep. Thomas F. Railsback 
[R., Moline]. 

Stevenson [who reported in the survey 
that there are nine guns 1n his household, 
all for recreation] said he is proposing, with 
R.en. Edward Kennedy [D., Mass.], a bill to 
require a federal license before an individual 
could acquire a handgun. 

The license would not be issued 1f the in
dividual were not entitled to own a handgun 
under the laws of his state or locality. A 
similar proposal in the Tribune survey won 
heavy support from Chicago-area respon
dents and a congressional majority. 

"This bill is a compromise, '1 Stevenson 
said, ''between those who propose to outlaw 
all handguns and those who resist any ef
fort to· control the possession and ownership 
of any guns. 

"It will be said, as it always is, that only 
the law-abiding will register th.eir guns. But 
that is the point of the bill. Those unable 
or unwilling to register will be subject to 
prosecution. They can be disarmed." 

Percy is cosponsoring a bill with Sen. Jacob 
K. Javits [R., N.Y.] that _would bar residents 
of major cities with high crime rates---6uch 
as Chicago-from acquiring handguns. 

Anyone owning pistols outside high crime 
areas would have to furnish the U.S. attorney 
gene·ral with his name, address, Social Secu
rity number, and the gun's serial number. 
The manufacture, sale, or possession of 

Saturday Night Specials also would be 
prohibited. 

In his response to the questionnaire, Per
cy said: "It would be naive not to expect 
powerful lobbying against these bllls. But 
the time may have arrived when Congress 
will demonstrate that the gun lobby is not 
running the government." 

McClory has introduced a blll which, like 
the President's, would ban cheap Saturday 
Night Special handguns, but also would re
quire the registration of every gun and ltcens
ing of every gun owner. Congressional observ
ers rate the McClory blll as the strongest con
trol bill with a chance to pass. 

Proposed in the Tribune survey, the regis
tration and licensing provisions of the Mc
Clory blll won solid support. 

Railsback said .he could not answer the 
survey's five questions on possible gun con
trol legislation because he is a member of the 
House committee that must consider each of 
the measures and then make recommenda
tions to the full House. 

Observers of the gun-control controversy 
usually credit a well-organized and well
heeled gun lobby, centered around the Na
tional Rifle Association, with successively 
blocking stricter legislation. 

James Wright, a University of Massachu
setts sociologist who has studied public views 
on guns extensively, wrote in The Nation on 
Sept. 20 that "NRA cadres are readily mobil
ized when pro-control legislation is being 
considered." He added, "The appearance of 
massive popular sentiment can be easily cre
ated by mob111zing a tiny fraction" of the 
60 million adults in American households 
that hold firearms. 

Nelson Turner Shields III, a Du Pont Co. 
executive who took a leave of absence lfrom 
his job to battle for more control over guns 
after .his son was kllled by a sniper in San 
Francisco, says: 

"Even though 70 per cent of the American 
people favor stronger gun controls, the issue 
itself is not No. 1 on the public's list of pri
orities. The state of the economy, for ex
ample, is far more pressing. 

"But for those who oppose control, it is 
the single most important issue-and they 
wlll go to the wall on it. That's why a liberal 
like Sen. Frank Church (D., Idaho) always 
votes against gun controls. 

"Most elections ln this- country are de
cided by less than 10 per cent of the elector
ate, and no politician wants to risk alienat
ing that deciding vote." 

The NRA is said to have 1.1 mtlllon mem
bers. Five per cent of the respondents in the 
Tribune survey's sample, randomly drawn to 
be a cross section of the 2,367,000 households 
in the six-county metropolitan Chicago area, 
said their households include at least one 
NRA member, indicating that as many as 
118,395 area homes may have members active 
in the association. This, obviously, could be a 
political force with which to be reckoned. 

To say, however, that congressmen who 
vote against gun laws do so only out of fear 
of the NRA or a newer, more militant group, 
the Citizens Committee for the Right to 
Keep and Bear Arms, is to say that the law
makers can't think lfor themselves, which is 
extreme. 

Sorp.e congressmen responding to the sur
vey who oppose its proposals to register, U
cense, or issue permits for guns gave thought
ful reasons for their stands. 

Rep. George O'Brien [R., Joliet], one of the 
four Illinois congressmen who oppose each of 
five-gun control proposals in the survey, 
said: 

"The idea of a list, somewhere, of all gun 
owners bothers me. It's another security item 
that you can't keep secure. A criminal would 
be able to get the list if he really wants to 
· and will know which homes are not pro
tected [by guns]." 

Rep. Ph111p M. Crane [R., Mt. Prospect]. one 
of the hardliners against controls, said: 

"I take the citizen's right to keep and bear 
arms literally. There is no way to restrict a 
criminal's access to guns, so all you would 
be doing is potentially jeopardizing the se
curity of innocent people. You are going to 
make lawbreakers out of otherwise law
abiding citizens." 

QUESTIONS, ANSWERS ON GUN CONTROL-HOW YOUR CONGRESSMEN RESPONDED 

For strict control 

~~~ ~~~:~3~ 
guns 

For requiring 
police permit 
to buy a gun 

For Congress 
passing a law 
to require li
censing of all 
gun owners 

For Congress 
passing a law 
to require 
registration of 
all handguns 

Fora law 
forbidding 
possession of 
handguns by 
all except 
police, etc. 

Congress is do
ing too little 
on gun control 

Illinois General 
Assembly is 
doing too little 
on gun control 

There are guns in 
our household 

All respondents (percent>------------------------ 86 _____________ 82 _____________ 87 _____________ 88 _____________ 45 _____________ 79 _____________ 69 _____ -------- 30. 
Chicago (percent>- -- ---------------- ------- ----- 93 _____________ 86 _____________ 91__ ___________ 92 _____________ 53 _____________ 86 _____________ 74 _____________ 20. 
Suburbs (percent) ___ _______ __________ ______ _____ 80 _____________ 78 _____________ 84 _____________ 85 _____________ 37------------- 74 _____________ 65 _____________ 40. 
Congressmen I (23) (percent>---------------------- 65 _____________ 65 ____ ______ ___ 57------------- 48 _____________ 30 _____________ 58 _____________ 42 _____________ 54. 
Metrocongressmen2 (16) (percent) _________________ 8L ____________ 63 _____________ 63 _____________ 63 _____________ 44 _____________ 63 ••••••••••••• 50 _____________ 50. 

ANTI CONTROLS 

George O'Brien (Republican, 17th District) __________ No _____________ No _____________ No _____________ N~------------- No _____________ OK ____________ Don't know _____ Yes. 
' Philip Crane (Republican, 12th District) ____________ No _____________ No _____________ No _________ __ __ No _____________ No _____________ Too much ______ Don't know _____ No. 

Paul Findley (Republican, 20th District) ___________ No _____________ No _____________ No ______ ___ ____ No _____________ No _____________ Too little _______ Don't know _____ Yes. 
Tim Hall (Democrat, 15th District) ____ ___ ________ __ No _____________ No ____________ No _____________ No _____________ No _____________ OK ____________ OK ____________ Yes. 
John Erlenborn (Republican, 14th District) __________ No _____________ Yes ____________ No _____________ No _____________ No _____________ OK ____________ Too little _______ Yes. 
Robert Michel (Republican, 18th District) ___________ No _____________ Yes ____________ No _____________ No _____________ No _____________ Too little _______ Too little _______ Yes. 
George Shipley (Democrat, 22d District) ____________ No _____________ Yes ____________ No _____________ No _____________ No _____________ Too much ______ OK ____________ Yes. 

PROCONTROLS 

Sidney Yates (Democrat, 9th District) ______________ Yes ____________ Yes ____________ Yes ____________ Yes ____________ Yes ____________ Too little _______ Too little _______ No. 
Morgan Murphy (Democrat, 2d District) ____________ Yes ____________ Yes ____________ Yes ____________ Yes ____________ Yes ____________ Too little _______ Don't know _____ Yes. 
Cardiss Collins (Democrat, 7th District) ____________ Yes ____________ Yes ____________ Yes ____________ Yes ____________ Yes ____________ Too little _______ Too little _______ No. 
Frank Annunzio (Democrat, 11th District) __________ Yes ________ ____ Yes __ __________ Yes ____________ Yes ____________ Yes ____________ Too little _______ Don't know _____ No. 
Ralph Metcalfe (Democrat, 1st District) _____________ Yes ____________ Yes ____________ Yes ____________ Yes ____________ Yes ____________ Too little _______ Too little _______ Yes. 
Dan Rostenkowski (Democrat, 18th District) ________ Yes ____________ Yes ____________ Yes ____________ Yes ____________ Don't know ____ • Too litt.e _______ Don't know _____ No. 
Melvin Price (Democrat, 23d District) ______________ Yes ____________ Yes ____________ Yes ____________ Yes ____________ Don't know __ __ _ Don't know _____ Don't know _____ No. 
Robert McClory (Republican, 13th District) __________ Yes ____________ Yes ____________ Yes ____________ Yes ____________ No _____________ Too little _______ Too little _______ No. 
Abner Mikva (Democrat, lOth District) _____________ Yes ____________ Yes ____________ Yes_' ___ ______ __ No _____________ Yes ____________ Too little _______ Too little _______ No. 
John B. Anderson (Republican, 16th District) _______ Yes ____________ Yes ____________ Yes ____________ No _____________ No _____________ Too little _______ Too little _______ No. 
Henry Hyde (Republican, 6th District) ______________ Yes ____________ No _____________ Yes ____________ Yes ____________ No _____________ OK ____________ OK ____________ Yes. 
Senator Charles Percy (Republican) ________________ Yes ____________ No _____________ Yes ____________ Yes ____________ No _____________ Too little _______ Too little _______ Yes. 
Martin Russo (Democrat, 3d District>--------------- Yes ____________ No _____________ No _____________ No ___ __________ Yes ____________ OK ____________ OK ____________ No. 
Senator Adlai Stevenson (Democrat) _______________ Yes ____________ No _____________ No _____________ Yes ____________ No _____________ Too little _______ Too little _______ Yes. 
Edward Derwinski (Republican, 4th District) ________ Yes ____________ Yes ____________ No _____________ No _____________ No _____________ OK ____________ Don't know _____ Yes. 
Edward Madigan (Republican, 21st District) _________ No _____________ Yes ____________ Yes ____________ No _____________ No _____________ Too little ••••••• Don't know _____ Yes. 
Thomas Railsback (Republican, 19th District) _______ --------------------------------------------------------------- __ ---------------- OK •• ------ ---- Don't know _____ No. 
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We've talked to a lot of people about their feelings on gun control. I am going to read you 
some of the things people have told us. Some people agree with these statements, while 
others di~agree. We're just interested in your opinions on them. Do you agree or disagree 
with that statement? 

!~0e~~J~e~~eas ;~~,~~~: J:~~ 
Is it a pistol, 

How many total 
guns do you and 
family members 
have in all? 

Are the guns 
used for recrea
tional purposes, 
such as hunting, 
target shooting 
and collecting, 
or are they 
something to 
keep around for 
protection, or 
both? 

where I would on accidental Ownjng a hand-

Anyone who 
commits a crime 
with a gun 
should be given 
double the 
regular sentence 

Control of guns 
would cut down 
on street crime ~~o!t~~i a rifle be afraid to walk deaths and gun 1s my con-

alone at night. crimes of passion stitutional right 

ANTI CONTROLS 

George O'Brien (Republican, 17th District) _______ __ _ Pistol. _____ ___ _ 1_ _____________ Recreation __ ____ Agree ____ ___ ___ Agree __________ Agree __________ Agree ______ ____ Disagree. 
Philip Crane (Republican 12th District>------------- - ---------------------- - ----- - -- -- ----------- - -- Agree ____ ______ Don't know _____ Agree __________ Agree _______ __ _ Disagree. 
Paul Findley (Republican 20th District) ___________ __ Rifle ___________ L ___________ __ Recreation ______ Disagree _______ Agree ____ ______ Disagree _______ Agree __________ Disagree. 
Tim Hall, (Democrat, 15th District) ___________ _____ PistoL ________ 1_ ___ ______ ____ Recreation ___ ___ Agree __ ________ Don't know _____ Agree ____ ____ __ Agree ____ __ ____ Disagree. 
John Erlenborn (Republican, 14th District) __ ________ S.R. ____________ 3 __ ______ ______ Recreation ______ Disagree _______ Agree __________ Don't know _____ No answer__ ____ Agree. 
Robert Michel (Republican 18th District) ___________ PistoL ________ 1_ ________ _____ Protection ______ Agree __________ Don't know _____ Agree __________ No answer__ ____ Don't know. 
George Shipley (Democrat, 22d District) ____ ________ P.S.R __________ 6 _____ _______ __ Both __ ____ _____ Agree __________ Disagree __ _____ Agree __________ Agree ______ ____ Disagree. 

PRO CONTROLS 

Sidney Yates (Democratic, 9th District) _________________ ---------------- -- ----------- - -------------- Disagree. ______ Agree __________ Disagree._----- Disagree. ______ Agree. 
Morgan Murphy (Democrat, 2d District) ____________ PistoL ________ 1_ _______ ______ Protection ______ Disagree _______ Agree __________ Disagree _______ Agree ________ __ Agree. 
Cardiss Collins (Democrat, 7th District>--------------------------------------------------- - ------- - Agree __________ Agree ______ ____ Don t know _____ Disagree _______ Agree. 
Frank Annunzio (Democrat, 11th District>---------------------------- - ------------------- - --------- Agree __________ Agree __________ Disagree _______ No answer__ ____ Agree. 
Ralph Metcalfe (Democrat, 1st District) ___ _________ PistoL ________ Refused ________ Protection ______ Agree __________ Agree __________ Disagree ______ _ Agree _____ _____ Agree. 
Dan Rostenkowski (Democrat, 18th District>---------- - --------------------------------------------- Disagree _______ Agree __________ Disagree _______ Disagree ____ ___ Agree. 
Melvin Price (Democrat, 23d District>- - -- - ------- - ----- - ---------------- - --------------- -- --------- Disagree _______ Agree __________ Agree __________ No answer__ ____ Agree. 
Robert McClory (Repuclican, 13th District>---------- - -------------------------------- - ----- - -------- Agree __________ Agree __________ Disagree _______ Agree __________ Agree. 
Abner Mikva (Democrat, lOth District>--- -- ---- - --------------------------------------------------- Disagree _______ Agree __________ Disagree _______ Agree __________ Agree. 
John B. Anderson (Republican, 16th District>------------------------ - ----------------- - --- - - - --- - -- Agree __________ Agree __________ Disagree ••••••• Agree __________ Agree. 
Henry Hyde (Republican, 6th District) __ ____________ Pistol. _________ L _____________ Protection ______ Agree __________ Don't know _____ A~ree __________ Agree __________ Don't know. 
Sen. Charles Percy (Republican) ____________ _______ Shotgun ________ L------------- Recreation ______ Agree __________ Agree __________ Disagree _____ __ No answer_ _____ Agree. 
Martin Russo (Democrat, 3d District>----------------------------------------------- -- ------------- Agree __________ Agree __________ Disagree _______ Agree ________ __ Agree. 
Sen. Adlai Stevenson (Democrat) __________________ P.S.R __________ 9 ______________ Recreation ______ Agree __________ Agree __________ Disagree _______ Disagree _______ Agree. 
Edward Derwinski (Republican, 4th District) ________ Rifle ___________ t_ _____________ Recreation ______ Agree __________ Agree __________ Disagree _______ Not sure _______ Agree. 
Edward Madigan (Republican, 21st District) ___ ______ P.S.R __________ 4-------------- Both ___________ Disagree _______ Agree __________ Disagree _______ Disagree _______ Agree. 
Thomas Railsback (Republican 19th District>-------------------------------------------------------- Agree __________ Agree __________ Disagree _______ Disagree _______ Agree. 

1 Includes both Senators and all Illinois Congressmen except John Fary (Democrat, 5th) and 2 Includes both Senators and 14 House Members whose districts in anyway are within the 6-
Paul Simon (Democrat 24th), who declined to participate in the survey, and Tom Railsback (Repu- county Chicago metropolitan,rea. 
blican 19th), who will not answer the 1st 5 questions because his committee is currently hearing Note: P.S.R.-Pistol, shotgun, rifle. 
bills incorporating all or some of these proposals. 

LAWMAKERS MORE LIKELY THAN VOTERS 
To OwN GUNS 

nlinois Congressmen apparently feel the 
need for protection more than do their con
stituents. 

The number of lawmakers who told a 
Tribune survey that they own guns is pro
portionately almost twice as high as the 
other respondents. 

Fifty-four per cent of the lawmakers said 
they own firearms, compared with 30 per cent 
of the general citizens responding to the 
survey. 

And of the congressmen who said they 
own guns, 31 per cent said they have them 
exclusively for protection, compared with 
only 21 per cent for others in the poll. 

Furthermore, the lawmakers own more 
pistols (69 per cent of the congressional 
gun owners) than ordinary folk (56 per 
cent). 

Champion gun owner among the law
makers is Democratic Sen. Adlai Stevenson, 
who said he owns nine firearms, including 
pistols, shotguns, and rifles which he listed 
as used for recreation only. 

His Republican counterpart, Sen. Charles 
Percy, said he has one weapon, a shotgun, 
which he also uses exclusively for recreation. 

Owners of more than one gun, besides 
Stevenson, are Rep. George E. Shipley (D. 
Olney) who owns six guns including rlfte, 
shotgun, and pistol for both protection and 
recreation; Rep. Edward Madigan (R. Lin
coln), four guns divided among pistol, shot
gun, rifle, also for both; and Rep. John 
Erlenborn (R., Elmhurst), three firearms in
cluding a shotgun and rifle for recreation. 

Congressmen owning single weapons are 
Rep. George O'Brien (R., Joliet), pistol for 
recreation; Rep. Paul Findley (R., Pittsfield), 
rifle for recreation; Rep. Tim L. Hall (D., 
Dwight), pistol for recreation; Rep. Robert 
Michel (R., Peoria), pistol for protection; 
Rep. Morgan Murphy (D., Chicago), pistol 
for protection. 

Also, Rep. Henry Hyde (R., Park Ridge), 
pistol for protection, and Rep. Edward Der
wlnskl (R., Flossmoor), rlfte for recreation. 

Rep. Ralph Metcalfe (D., Chicago), said 
he owns a pistol or pistols but refused to 
say how many. 

Rep. Paul Simms (D., Carbondale) did not 
respond to the questionnaire but in a letter 
tu The Tribune said he does not own a gun. 
,Rep. John Fary (D., Chicago)". did not re
spond to the survey in any manner. 

PERSONAL EXPLANATION 
<Mr. BRADEMAS asked and was given 

permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. BRADEMAS. Mr. Speaker, I take 
this time to indicate my position on sev
eral rollcall votes that I, because of a 
speech in New York State and legislative 
hearings there, missed on Friday, No
vember 7, and Monday, November 10, 
1975. 

The rollcalls are as follows: 
On rollcall No. 677, final passage of 

H.R. 6346, Rural Development Act 
Amendments, the vote was 323 to 11. Had 
I been present, I would have voted for 
the bill. 

On rollcall No. 680, final passage of 
H.R. 10035, to establish the Judicial 
Conference of the District of Columbia, 
the vote was 337 to 0. Had I been present, 
I would have voted for the bill. 

On rollcall No. 681, final passage of 
H.R. 4287, to provide for additional law 
clerks for the judges of the District of 
Columbia Court of Appeals, the vote was 
310 to 21. Had I been present, I would 
have voted for the bill. 

On rollcall No. 682, final passage of 
H.R. 9958, to transfer certain real prop
erty of the United States to the District 
of Columbia Redevelopment and Land 
Agency, the vote was 341 to 0. Had I been 
present, I would have voted for the bill. 

On rollcall No. 6"83, final passage of 
H.R. 10041, to amend section 739 of Pub
lic Law 93-198, the vote was 201 to 150. 
Had I been present, I would have voted 
against it. 

NATIONAL HEALTH INSURANCE 
(Mr. OTTINGER asked and was given 

permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Speaker, last 
week I had the opportunity to submit 
testimony in connection with the Ways 
and Means Committee's hearings on na
tional health insurance. 

Because of the importance of this 
issue and its implications for all Ameri
cans at a time when medical care costs 
are rising drastically, I would like to 
insert into the RECORD at this time the 
text of my statement: 
TESTIMONY OF HoN. RICHARD L. 0rriNGER OJ' 

NEW YORK 

NATIONAL HEALTH INSURANCE 

Mr. Chairman, surely adoption of a com
prehensive national health insurance plan 
should be one of the highest priorities of 
the 94th Congress. There has been wide
spread public interest in this subject for a 
period of several years, and in recent months, 
as a sagging economy has made it increas
ingly d111lcult for Americans to meet rising 
medical costs and dissatisfaction with health 
care service has reached an all-time high, 
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we have witnessed a growing momentum 
toward adoption of some form of assistance. 

The principal reasons for the current dis
satisfaction with our country's health system 
are: ( 1) sharply escalating ' medical care 
costs; (2) private health insurance that 
often provides inadequate compensation for 
medical expenses and fails to cover many of 
these; (3) the disastrous financial conse
quences of catastrophic illness or disease; 
and (4) the uneven distribution of health 
resources and services around the country. 

According to the Social Security Adminis
tration, in 1974 total expenditures in the 
U.S. for health care amounted to 7.7 percent 
of our gross national product, or $104.2 bil
lion. This translates into $485 for every 
man, woman and child in the country. The 
rise in our national health bill has been so 
dramatic that it is now nearly double what 
it was six years ago. Over the past fourteen 
years it has more than quadrupled and in
creased almost nine-fold since 1950. 

Prior to the advent of the Medicare and 
Medicaid programs in the mid 60's, health 
care expenses in the United States had been 
traditionally financed through private insur
ance plans. These two programs Tepresented 
the beginning of a rising trend toward public 
financing of health care. Whereas in 1966 
federal, state and local government sources 
paid only about one-fourth of our national 
health bill, these same sources now finance 
about two-fifths of the total amount. 

The incredible rise in the cost of living 
which has taken place in this country since 
expiration of the Economic Stabilization 
Program in-April of 1974 has hit particularly 
hard in the area of health care. The Depart
ment of Labor reports that in the first six 
months after the ESP expired the rate of 

· inflation for all goods and services measured 
by the Consumer Price Index was 13.2 per
cent. In contrast, the rate of inflation applied 
only to the medical care component of the 
CPI was 15.2 percent. The composite hospital 
services charges index rose at an annually 
adjusted rate of 18.3 percent and physicians' 
fees at 16.4 percent. 

Social Security Administration statistics 
show that while private health insurance 
has experienced extensive growth over the 
years, many Americans still have no form of 
protection against unexpected illness or in
jury. Most of those who do have private cov
erage find that it usually falls far short of 
providing adequate assistance. In 1972, al
though about 77 percent of the population 
had at least limited protection for inp-atient 
hospital care, less than half of our citizens 
had coverage for physicians' services rendered 
in the home or office. About 53.7 percent of 
all Americans were covered for drugs and 
medications, but only 8.6 percent had any 
form of dental insurance. Private health in
surance premiums accounted for 41.7 percent 
of consumer expenditures for health care 
during that same year. In cases where hos
pitalization was required, private insurance 
met 78.1 percent of the total cost to consum
ers; less than half of the cost of physici'ans' 
care was covered, -and only about 6.7 percent 
of other health service expenditures were met 
by private plans. 

Expenses connected with catastrophic ill
ness are perhaps the most discouraging aspect 
of the entire health insurance field. Most 
private plans do have limitations on the 
amount that can be paid during a single 111-
ness and do not take into account the need 
for lengthy hospitalization and exotic forms 
of treatment normally associated with this 
type of situation. Thus sophisticated new 
techniques such ·as open-heart surgery and 
kidney dialysis that save many lives each 
year, can also bring financial ruin to the pa
tients affected. 

The situation of the uneven distribution of 
health resources throughout the U.S. creates 
additional problems for the American con
sumer. In many communities there are no 

hospital facilities at all, while in other places 
there may be a surplus of beds and equip
ment. There are 133 counties in the country 
with a combined population of nearly half 
-a million people that do not have a single 
practicing doctor. As is usually the case, 
those persons who have the greatest need 
are the ones with fewest resources. Poverty 
pockets in our central cities attract few 
physicians; the rural areas often have no 
medical facilities and residents h-ave to travel 
many miles to the nearest doctor. The poorer 
States have less than the wealthier ones to 
offer their residents in terms of physician 
services, medical fac111ties and equipment. 
Add to these factors the failure of the medi
cal community to plan well -and distribute 
fairly their services and you find a situation 
where the Federal Government simply must 
step in and insure that the needs of all are 
met. 

Mr. Chairman, I am a co-sponsor of H.R. 
21, a bill that is popularly known as the 
Kennedy-Corman plan but more formally 
entitled the National Health Security Act of 
1975. Among the various proposals for a na
tional health insurance plan that have been 
put forth thus far in the 94th Congress, I 
believe this to be the best. Some of the 
advantages of H.R. 21 are: 

1. It is the only legislation to stress pre
ventive care by allowing benefits for such 
pr-actitioner services as physical check-ups, 
im.m.unizations, well-child care and family 
planning services; 

2. It is the only plan that does not in
clude the costly and highly inequitable re

"quirement for some form of deductible or co
payment and does not involve cutoff dates 
or waiting periods; 

3. A five-member Health Security Board 
(assisted by a National Health Security Ad
visory Council), appointed by the President 
and subject to Senate confirmation, would 
be responsible for insuring cost-effectiveness 
and control of expenditures in operation of 
the program; 

4. The problem of health resources distri
bution would be addressed by certain incen
tives to encourage an increase in the avail
abiUty of services in regions where they are 
lacking; 

5. Quality control over medical services 
covered would be maintained by a Commis
sion on the Quality of Health Care consist
ing of seven representatives of health care 
providers and four consumers; 

6. Protection under the plan would be 
available to all who choose to participate. 

In the best of all worlds, the Kennedy
Carman plan might be able to do even more 
for the American people than what its au
thors suggest. It could, for example, pro
vide more comprehensive dental coverage 
from the start. The system of financing could 
allow for a more progressive form of taxa
tion and elimination of the maximum tax
able wage base. I am glad to see that the 
first $5,000 of unearned income of persons 
over age 60 would be exempted from taxa
tion and believe that we should make simi
lar provisions for the working poor. I think 
it is also wise to continue the Medicaid pro
gram in those situations where it would pro
vide greater coverage for the recipient, as 
H.R. 21 proposes to do. 

The truth is, Mr. Chairman, we do not live 
in the best of all worlds. We are experiencing 
an era of intense economic crisis, a time in 
which low and middle income Americans are 
having considerable difficulty coping with 
even the most routine form of medical care 
cost. The Federal budget, already bursting 
at the seams, cannot tolerate some of the 
expenses that might be entailed in making 
this program more comprehensive. Initially, 
we may not be able to accomplish all that 
is needed in the way of national health in
surance. Still, the time has come when we 
must at least lay the foundation. 

In this country, where the concept of equal 
opportunity for all is supposed to form the 

basis of our national philosophy, no one 
should have the state of his or her health 
dependent upon the ability to pay. Likewise, 
no one in any part of the country should 
have the unavailability of quality faclllties 
and personnel control - physical and mental 
well-being. H.R. 21 would establish the basic 
right of every American to quality medical 
care without adverse economic consequences. 
Since participation is voluntary, no one 
should feel coerced into joining a plan that 
might not be in his or her best interests. 
I believe that the Kennedy-Corman bill pro
vides the most realistic way of solving our 
national health problems. Therefore, I en
thusiastically support it and urge that the 
Congress move quickly tow-ard its adoption. 

PERsONAL EXPLANATION REGARD
ING ABSENCE AND VOTES 

(Mr. OTTINGER asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Speaker, for the 
past 3 days I have joined with three of 
my colleagues from New York-NED PAT
TISON, PETER PEYSER, and BEN GILMAN
in traveling over 11,000 miles to seven 
major cities throughout the United States 
to build support for legislation to guar
antee New York City's municipal bonds 
and securities. During our journey we 
sought to clarify the misunderstanding 
which exists in some quarters over the 
exact situation in New York and the pro
visions of the legislation to be considered 
by the Congress. I must say that the re
sults of the trip were very encouraging 
and the average American realizes the 
grave consequences of a default or bank
ruptcy by New York City and the disas
trous economic repercussions which 
would follow. 

Because of this trip I unfortunately 
had to miss a number of votes in the 
House. Had I been present on Thursday, 
Friday and Monday, I would have voted 
as follows: 

THURSDAY, NOVEMBER 6 

Roll No. 670-McCloskey amendment 
to H.R. 7575, requiring the transfer to 
the Agency for Consumer Protection the 
programs, operations, and activities of 
each Federal agency which would be dup
licative of or performed more appropri
ately by the ACP-"Yea." 

Roll No. 671-Fuqua amendment to 
H.R. 7575, seeking to delete language pro
hibiting the ACP from intervening in 
labor disputes or agreements-"Yea." 

Roll No. 672-Final passage of H.R. 
7575, establishing an Agency for Con
sumer Protection-"Yea.'' 

Roll No. 673-Final passage of H.R. 
10230, National Science and Technology 
Policy and Organization Act of 1975-
"Yea." 

Roll No. 674-Final passage of House 
Resolution 836, providing for the con
sideration of H.R. 6346, making per
manent authorizations of appropriations 
for carrying out title V of the Rural De
velopment Act of 1972-"Yea." 

FRIDAY, NOVEMBER 7 

Roll No. 675-Motion for the House to 
resolve itself into the Committee of the 
Whole to consider H.R. 9019, Health 
Maintenance Organization Amendments 
of 1975-"Yea." 
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Roll No. 676-Final passage of H.R. 
9019-"Yea." 

Roll No. 677-Final passage of H.R. 
1753, Tabulations of Population for 
State Legislative Apportionment or Dis
tricting-"Yea." 

Roll No. 678-Final passage of H.R. 
6346, Rural Development Act Amend
ments-"Yea." 

MONDAY, NOVEMBER 10 

Roll No. 680-Final passage of H.R. 
10035, to establish the Judicial Confer
ence of the District of Columbia-"Yea." 

Roll No. 681-Final passage of H.R. 
4287, providing for additional Law Clerks 
for the Judges of the D.C. Court of Ap
peals-"Yea." 

Roll No. 682-Final passage of H.R. 
9958, transferring certain real property 
of the U.S. to the D.C. Redevelopment 
Land Agency-"Yea.1

' 

Roll No. 683-Ketchum substitute to 
H.R. 10041, retaining Federal enclave and 
permitting President authority to appoint 
an official from within the Federal Gov
ernment to serve as Director of National 
Capital Service Area--"Nay." 

Roll No. 684-Final passage of H.R. 
6461, Public Broadcasting Financing Act 
of 1975-"Yea." 

THE UNITED NATIONS' DARKEST 
HOUR 

<Mr. OTTINGER asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. OTTINGER. Mr. Speaker, I rise 
to express my very deepest disappoint
ment and concern over the unconscion
able action by the United Nations in ap
proving an Arab-inspired resolution 
which classifies Zionism as "a form of 
racism." There can be no question that 
this ill-conceived move not only brings 
great discredit to the U.N. but that it 
will also seriously jeopardize the U.N.'s 
future activities in a wide variety of en
deavors--cultural, scientific, peacekeep
ing, educational, and technical. 

It should come as a surprise to no one 
that the Arab-instigated move to con
demn Zionism found support among many 
countries-such as the Soviet Union, 
Cuba, the People's Republic of China 
Spain, and states of Eastern Europe-: 
in which there is no freedom of speech 
press or dissension, and where many of 
the basic rights guaranteed by interna
tional agreements are suppressed. It is 
surprising that such a resolution under
lining the future of the U.N. should 
be suggested by the underdeveloped 
nations of the third world to which the 
U.N. means so much. 

The United Nations had its birth dur
ing the era in which the world's nations 
were actively engaged in a struggle 
against the forces of world dictatorships, 
tyranny, and repression. It is most curl
ous, therefore, that this body should now 
go on record in support of a doctrine 
very similar to those of the Nazi regime 
it was created to oppose. Resolutions 
such as those enacted by the United Na
tions yesterday are nothing more than 
whetstones upon which further anti
Semitic acts are honed and shaped. 

On October 20, in a speech in the 
Knesset, Israeli Foreign Minister Allon 
very aptly noted that the U.N. resolution 
"cannot possibly damage Zionism as an 
idea, as a movement, as the modern ex
pression of the ancient Jewish heritage." 
Surely the Zionist movement and, later, 
the State of Israel have both prevailed 
against adversity and, in the process, 
have been strengthened. 

Yesterday's U.N. vote, however, will 
certainly damage the very fabric of the 
world organization and disrupt many of 
the fine programs it sponsors-some for 
over three decades. 

The enactment of the U.N. resolution 
is as much an attack against the United 
Nations itself as it is against Israel. It 
represents just one more facet of a well
orchestrated plan by Arab and Commu
nist states to destroy the one world 
agency which can effectively aid peoples 
seeking their own destinies. By striking 
out against Israel-the only stable par
liamentary democracy in the Middle 
East-the Arabs are simultaneously 
working to destroy any opportunit~ for 
a meaningful peace in that strife-torn 
area of the world and a just and equita
ble resolution of the age-old disputes sep
arating Israel and her neighbors. 

The passage of the Zionism resolution 
will evoke retaliatory action by the 
United States against both the U.N. and 
the majority of those nations who sup
ported the measure. As the New York 
Times editorially observed this morning, 
the U.N. "is an essential element in woi:'ld 
diplomacy.'' Nevertheless, I believe that 
the administration should promptly and 
thoroughly review the nature and extent 
of our present commitment to the U.N., 
its various specialized agencies and pro
grams. It should also review our assist
ance programs in those nations which 
chose to support the Arab measure. 

We can neither ignore nor condone the 
narrow interests which are disrupting the 
more critical tasks to be undertaken by 
the U.N. and which are only seeking to 
advance their own ends at the expense of 
others. The world community must be 
put on notice that the United States will 
simply not tolerate efforts to destroy Is
rael or to again subject Jews through
out the world to political, economic, so
cial, cultural or, in some instances, 
physical genocide. 

This is, indeed, the darkest hour in the 
U.N.'s 30-year history and the members 
of that body must take affirmative steps 
to correct the gross inequity which has 
besmirched its reputation and effective
ness. 

SUPPORT OF H.R. 10481, TO ENABLE 
A STATE POLITICAL SUBDIVISION 
TO PROVIDE PUBLIC SERVICES 
<Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland asked 

and was given permission to extend his 
remarks at this point in the RECORD and 
to include extraneous matter.) 

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland. Mr. 
Speaker, as the Representative of Mary
land's Seventh Congressional District 
and a member of the Congressional 
Black Caucus, I am expressing my sup
port for Mr. ASHLEY'S bill, H.R. 10481, 
to authorize emergency guarantees of 

obligations of State and political sub
divisions thereof; to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to provide that in
come from certain obligations guaran
teed by the United States shall be sub
ject to taxation; to amend the Bank
ruptcy Act; and for other purposes. 

The purpose of H.R. 10481 is to create 
a Board that will enable a political sub
division of a State to continue to provide 
essential public services and facilities to 
its citizens. This proposal would also 
prevent the effects of default in the pay
ment of obligations which could have ad
verse macro economic effects. The es
sence of the bill is to initiate a monitor
ing device for fiscal management, much 
like the capital adequacy provisions of 
the Federal Reserve Act. In fact, it is 
readily accepted that the members of the 
massive financial society who relinquish 
their funds for usury should be protected 
against the perils of recession and mis
management. However, it is utterly ap
palling not to protect the members of an 
economic society whose livelihood or ex
istence depends on the fiscal responsibil
ity of the municipality. 

The fact of poor fiscal management is 
generally well known of New York City. 
What is less adequately appreciated is 
that the national factors also have con
tributed materially to the budget prob
lems of the State and local government 
of New York. 

As a member of the Banking, CUr
rency and Housing Committee, I am 
well aware of the prevailing economic 
conditions that render disastrous finan
cial markets. Because of the recession of 
the 1970's, as documented by the Fed
eral Reserve's Flow of Funds Date, New 
York City was unable to sell their long
term bond issues. The commercial banks 
who were traditionally the major pur
chasers of tax exempt securities have 
curtailed their purchases because of 
loan losses. The recession had given 
them another vehicle to use as a tax 
instrument. The essence of my argu
ment is that the recession victimized 
the New York municipality and forced 
New York to revert to the short-term 
market. The result of New York's par
ticipation ir ... the short-term market was 
a 56 percent increase in the interest as 
a percentage of debt from 1967-73. 

In assessing the economic situation, it 
is not fair, nor is it logical to place the 
blame on New York. If an indictment is 
necessary, let me be the first to indict 
the administration for allowing these 
economic conditions to prevail. 

As a member of the Budget Commit
tee and chairman of the Human Re
sources Task Force, I am fully aware of 
the mammoth increase in human re
sources outlays that are recessionary 
oriented. Unemployment compensation, 
veterans' educational assistance, and 
food stamps are valid indications of the 
cyclical trough that dominates the econ
omy. We cannot, under any situation, 
allow the human services to be curtailed 
because of economic downturn. In the 
same sense I cannot allow New York 
City to be victimized by that same eco
nomic downturn. 

Legislation has been provided to those 
tndividuals who directly suffer from the 
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wrath of recession. I am proposing that 
H.R. 10481 be implemented as a pro
vision against the default of New York 
City. 

The services provided by New York 
City include subsistence level welfare 
payments, educational programs and a 
sundry of programs and expenditures 
that allow the citizens of New York to 
function on a daily basis and compete 
in the American society. There is no 
valid logic that will justify the curtail
ing of these services because of the state 
of the economy. Oversight of the econ
omy and the financial market are largely 
administrative functions of the Presi
dent. Yet because of miscalculations 
and errors in the economic realm, the 
administration would victimize the citi
zens of the city of New York. 

I, in good conscience and moral forti
tude, support Congressman AsHLEY's 
proposal for rescuing the city of New 
York. If we desire to avert the financial 
collapse of New York City, and subse
quently, the collapse of the financial 
world, this act must be imposed 

HUMAN RIGHTS IN BRAZIL 
<Mr. FASCELL asked and was given 

permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the Record and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. FASCELL. Mr. Speaker, the 
Miami Herald on October 30, 1975, 
carried an eloquent editorial on con
tinuing political repression in Brazil 
which I commend to the attention to all 
Members of the House: 

RIGHTS CRY OUT FRoM BRAZU. PRISONS 

Freedom of the press is a concept easy to 
embrace and comfortable to live with in 
places such as the United States where it 
gets due respect in both word and deed. 
It is a branch of a broader freedom which 
also is enjoyed in this country to the point 
that the people sometimes become com
placent about it. But not for long, for the 
news constantly is bringing harsh reminders 
of the fettered conditions of so many fellow 
human beings. 

There is something particularly horrify
ing in the fate suffered in Brazil this week 
by Vladimir Herzog, a well known journalist 
with a good reputation. Official reports of 
the incident do not coincide with justifiable 
suspicion, but whatever the facts, an indis
putable one is that Mr. Herzog is dead and 
that he died in prison after voluntarily 
turning himself in for interrogation. 

He was found in his prison cell hanged by 
a strip of cloth. Prison officials say he was 
supposed to be writing a confession. A con
fession of what? Belonging to a group at
tempting to overthrow the government. 

Who is to say he did or did not belong. 
There is no proof. There was no trial, no 
charges drawn, no defense lawyer in attend
ance. He had been working for a TV station 
that is the official organ of the state and 
already had been checked and cleared by 
Brazil's top intell1gence agency. 

Is this how a prosperous industrial giant 
such as Brazil must act to protect itself 
from overthrow by outside influences? Cer
tainly the government is not about to col
lapse, the m111tary having such a firm grip 
on it and the masses apparently resigned 1t 
not willing to live with it. Knowledgeable 

visitors find sao Paulo so bustling and its 
people so busy that they say it is difficult 
to believe the reports coming from behind 
prison walls. 

But the reports are too numerous and 
ominous to ignore. Mr. Herzog's death was 
the third in recent weeks. He was among 
more than 200 persons arrested and held 
incommunicado in a little more than a 
week--students, doctors, lawyers, professors, 
union leaders and 11 journalists. 

Some were leaders of the government's 
opposition party. Does opposition bring with 
it the threat of imprisonment and even 
death? In too many parts of the world, 
indeed, it does. 

THE LATIN AMERICAN TEACHING 
FELLOWSHIP PROGRAM 

<Mr. FASCELL asked and was given 
permission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. F ASCELL. Mr. Speaker, for the 
past 5 years I have served as a member 
of the National Advisory Board of the 
Latin American ·Teaching Fellowship 
pragram of the Fletcher School of Law 
and Diplomacy at Tufts University. The 
LA TF program sends young professors 
to Latin America to teach for periods 
of from 2 to 4 years in Latin American 
universities. The program is supported 
by the Agency for International Devel
opment, but what strikes me as particu
larly interesting is how a small amount 
of Government funds has been used as 
seed money to generate a much larger 
program. In fiscal year 1976, for exam
ple, AID is providing $50,000 in adminis
trative support to LATF. LATF's cash 
flow, however, is approaching $3 million. 
Thus by providing $50,000 in adminis
trative support, which represents ap
proximately 2 percent of LA TF's cash 
flow, AID is triggering a process that has 
developed a $3 million program. The 
leverage achieved by the Agency for In
ternational Development with this type 
of imaginative and innovative program
ing is to be highly commended. 

I am particularly interested in the 
LATF program not only because it has 
really stretched AID's resources, but be
cause it has done it in a way, to quote 
from an editorial from the Daily Journal, 
that "satisfies real needs, and at the 
same time promotes the kind of personal 
contacts that brings understanding and 
friendship between peoples of two cul
tures." 

LATF currently has 155 professors 
teaching throughout the hemisphere 
with the great bulk of the financial sup
port for LATF coming from Latin Amer
ica. The Daily Journal, Venezuela's out
standing English language newspaper, 
commented on the LATF program in the 
June 28 issue. It is a thoughtful andre
vealing editorial that speaks volumes 
about the fundamental usefulness of pro
grams such as the Latin American 
Teaching Fellowships. 

The editorial follows: 
QUIET DIPLOMACY 

The Fletcher School of Law and Diplomacy, 
well known here for its role in hosting the 

recent symposium in Boston between U.S. 
and Venezuelan government officials, has 
been active in another less publicized, but 
equally important effort in increasing com
munications and cooperation between our 
two countries. 

We refer to the Latin American Teaching 
Fellowship, a program which has been bring
ing skilled professionals from the United 
States since 1966 to teach in universities in 
Latin America in fields as wide ranging as 
astronomy and zoology. Program representa
tives are stationed throughout Latin America 
and work closely with local universities to 
determine what their additional teacher re
quirements are, before lining up qualified 
professionals to fill the available teaching 
spaces. 

In Venezuela, where the boom growth in 
the student population is exerting severe 
stress on the entire educational establish
ment, the fellowship program provides a 
highly valuable SUP.port to the local univer
sities. There are 18

1 
teaching fellows in uni

versities around the country, taking up slack 
in otherwise overburdened faculties. These 
teaching fellows remain here two or three 
years on the average, and when there is no 
longer any need for them they are replaced 
by Venezuelan professionals. 

However, this is not all. Another part of 
the Fletcher School program is aimed at pro
viding similar support to the Venezuelan 
business community. The program places 
skilled professionals with businesses requir
ing their particular talent. They work on a 
part-time basis with the business, while at 
the same time teaching courses llot local uni
versities. Here again, the emphasis is on 
bringing in professional expertise which is 
not available locally. The fellow trains Vene
zuelans to replace him, and within two or 
three years his assignment is concluded. 

As diplomacy, the Fletcher School program 
is excellent. It satisfies real needs, and at the 
same time promotes the kind of personal 
contacts that brings understanding and 
friendship between peoples of two cultures. 

MILITARY MANPOWER STRENGTH 
ASSESSMENT AND RECRUITING 
RESULTS FOR QUARTER ENDING 
SEPTEMBER 30, 1975 

<Mr. DAN DANIEL asked and was 
given permission to extend his remarks 
at this point in the RECORD and to in
clude extraneous matter.) 

Mr. DAN DANIEL. Mr. Speaker, pre
liminary results show that the total ac
tive strength of the four military serv
ices at the end of the first quarter of 
fiscal year 1976 was 2,105,000. This was 
99.5 percent of the September objective 
of 2,116,000. Actual strengths and service 
objectives for September are shown be
low: 

ACTIVE MILITARY STRENGTH, END OF 
SEPTEMBER 1975 (PRELIMINARY) 

tin thousands] 

Objectiv! Actua 

Army ____ ____ ________ 782 775 Navy ___________ ___ __ 530 532 
Marine Corps _________ 197 196 Air Force ____________ 607 602 

DOD totaL ____ 2, 116 2,105 

. Percent of 
objective 

99 
100 
99 
99 

99 

The services recruited 40,300 men and 
women in September or 97 percent of 
the services' objective of 41,500. Army's 
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recruiting improved in September as its 
recruiters gained experience with the 
weekly quota system initiated in August. 
In September, Army achieved 95 percent 
of its objective. Indications are that Army 
is continuing to improve its recruiting 
performance and should txceed its objec
tive in October. The Navy achieved 96 
percent of its September objective. Both 
the Marine Corps and Air Force exceeded 
their September recruiting objectives. 

During the quarter ending Septem
ber 30, 1975, the military services recruit
ed 117,200 men and women or 97 percent 
of the total objective of 121,000. There-

cruiting total was equal to 28 percent of 
the obj~ctive for the fiscal year: 

ENLISTED ACCESSIONS (ALL SOURCES) 

Percent 
of 

fiscal 
July to September rar 

976 
Service Objective Actual Percent objective 

Army ______________ 51,400 47,600 93 26 
Navy ____ ---------- 32,700 32,200 98 30 
Marine Corps ______ 16,100 16,400 102 31 
Air Force __________ 20,800 21,100 101 27 

DOD totaL __ 121,000 117,200 97 28 

Eighty-four percent of all nonprio.r
servtce enlistees between July 1 and Sep
tember 30 were high school graduates 
and 95 percent were in mental categories 
I-III which are the average and above 
average mental groups. Each service reg
istered an increase in the proportion of 
high school graduates over the corre
sponding quarter of fiscal year 1975. 

High school graduate and mental 
category I-m enlistees for the quarter 
ending September 30 along with percent
ages for the first quarter of fiscal year 
1975 and fiscal year 1976 are shown 
below: 

HIGH SCHOOL GRADUATES AND MENTAL GROUPINGS (NON-PRIOR-SERVICE MEN AND WOMEN) 

High school graduates 

Quarter ending July to September (percent) 
Sept. 30 
Number Fiscal year 1975 Fiscal year 1976 

Mental groups I-III 

Quarter ending July to September (percent) 
Sept. 30 
Number Fiscal year 1975 Fiscal year 1967 

ArmY-------------------------------------------------------------------------- 36,300 61 79 42,900 83 ~~ 
NavY-------------------------------------------------------------------------- 26,100 70 88 28,100 94 
Marine Corps·------------------------------------------------------------------ 14(, 100 61 76 15,500 94 +~ 
Air Force_·--------------------------------------------------------------------- 19,500 91 95 20,500 +99 . . ----------------------------------------------------------------

Total DOD---------------------------------------------------------------- 94, ooo 68 84 107, ooo 90 95 

Statistics show that the black propor
tion of new enlistees more closely 
matched the population proportion in 
the first quarter of fiscal year 1976 than 
in the corresponding period last year. 
Women continued to account for about 
8 percent of all nonprior-service acces
sions: 

BLACKS AND WOMEN AS A PERCENT OF NON-PRIOR-SERVICE 
ACCESSIONS, 1ST QUARTER 

Nonprior service (fiscal year) 

Blacks Women 

1975 1976 1975 1976 

Army __________ ---------- 28 24 11 9 Navy ____________________ 14 8 6 5 
Marine Corps _____________ 20 16 2 2 
Air Force ________________ 18 11 14 12 

DOD totaL _________ 22 16 9 8 

The total selected Reserve strengths 
at the end of August were essentially un
changed from the July totals: 

SELECTED RESERVE STRENGTHS 

[In thousands[ 

Average strength 
End (fiscal year) 

strength, 
August 1976 1976 

1975 (pre- through authorized 
liminary) Augu_st man-year 

Army National Guard __ 392.5 392.0 
Army Reserve ________ 223.5 223.9 
Navy Reserve ________ 98.7 98.5 
Marine Corps Reserve_ 31.2 31.4 
Air National Guard ____ 94.0 94.2 
Air Force Reserve _____ 50.7 50.7 

Total DOD _____ 890.6 890.7 

GIDBONS' PROPOSAL NOT A 
"FREE LUNCH" 

400.0 
219.0 
106.0 
32.5 
94.9 
51.8 

904.1 

(Mr. MIK.VA asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

CXXI--2268--Part 28 

Mr. MIKVA. Mr. Speaker, as a mem
ber of the Ways and Means Committee 
who supported Mr. GIBBONS' proposals, 
I would like to bring to my colleagues' 
attention an editorial appearing in the 
November 10 editions of the Wall Street 
Journal. Although entitled "Sam Gibbons 
Buys Lunch," Mr. GIBBONS would be the 
first to point out that what he proposed 
was not a "free" lunch, but an equal 
serving of a "tax reform lunch" for all 
taxpayers. Rather than distribute tax 
breaks to a vested minority through com
plicated tax loopholes, Mr. GIBBONS 
would spread the tax reductions among 
all taxpayers. 

Clearly, this is an issue which should 
unite both conservatives and liberals. 
Unfortunately, during the committee's 
lengthy hearings and markup sessions, 
Mr. GIBBONS was one of the few members 
who persisted in reminding his commit
tee colleagues that the purpose of our 
tax laws is to raise revenues, not to cut 
the economic pie in differing portions. 

Mr. Speaker, at this point, I insert the 
Journal editorial: 

SAM GIBBONS BUYS LUNCH 

The House Ways <and Means Committee has 
been laboring for months that seem like 
years to design a tax bill suitable 'for pres
entation to the Congress, and what it has 
so far produced is barely worth careful scru
tiny. It may be hard to believe, but in our 
view the only important proposals made, and 
rejected, in the committee were advanced 
by a small band of liberal Democrats led by 
Rep. Sam Gibbons of Florida. 

Mr. Gibbons is in the middle of two equally 
stubborn blocs that can stymie any signif
icant legislation. On the one hand there are 
conservatives, mostly Republicans, who are 
not ouly fighting to defend existing tax 
loophc•les but want to build new ones into 
the system, an in the name of encouraging 
investment and creating jobs. On the other 
hand there are the liberals, mostly Demo
crats who want to knock out existing tax 
loopholes in order to raise revenues to pay 
for social programs. 

The two groups are a.t a standoff, with 
unfortunate results for the American econ
omy. The only sensible approach surfacing 

in the committee has been Mr. Gibbons'; he 
proposes converting existing loopholes, other
wise known as tax preferences, into general
ized tax reductions. He proposes elimin.ation 
of the Domestic Intern.aJtional Sales Corpora
tions. which are mechanisms for pure export 
subsidies, translating the revenue gain into 
a 2-point reduction in the corporate tax rate. 
He proposes elimination of the investment 
tax credit by 1977, translating the revenue 
gain into a 5 Y2 -point cut in the corporate 
tax rate. Only a half-dozen Democrats voted 
with him. 

Ways and Means Republicans, in palpable 
demonstration of why the GOP is b~coming 
an endangered species on C<apitol Hill, unani
mously opposed these pel'lfectly lovely re
forms, on the grounds that they are "pollti
ca.lly unrealistic." What this means is that 
the folks who would lose the narrow loop
holes are poll tically noisier and more effec
tive than the folks who would benefit from 
the generalized tax cuts. Yet if the GOP had 
supported Mr. Gibbons, Chairman AI Ullman 
might have been tempted to go along and 
bring other Democrats with him, and there 
would be the makings of a monumentally 
important tax blll. 

As our readers know, we are often tempted 
to believe the only reason the U.S. economy 
has been able to limp along in recent years 
has been the existence of "loopholes" that 
offer narrow incentives to production in an 
economy that is generally choked by diSin
centives. But it is grossly inefficient to keep 
an economy running by letting the butcher, 
baker ann candlestickmaker breathe through 
loopholes so they can pull everyone else 
along. 

The only "bad" thing about the Gibbons 
approach is that battalions of high-priced 
lawyers and accountants would have to find 
productive employment. But the "special in
terests" themselves would not lose. Com
panies that now avall themselves of export 
subsidies for the investment tax credit no 
doubt believe they would be damaged if 
these tax references were wiped off the books. 
But the effect of the Gibbons approach is to 
distribute the incentives equa.lly through the 
economy and optimize resource allocation. 
The economic growth that would occur 
would, we believe, more than make up for 
any putative profit losses that individual 
firms imagine. 

At the same time, the resulting economic 
growth would increase revenues to the gov-
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ernment, providing the liberals with the 
wherewi thaJ for social spending. 

Unlike much· of what Ways and Means has 
been haggling S~bout, the Gibbons approach 
also has the potential for enactment. With
out a plan to cash out loopholes, aU the 
deliberations of Ways and Means wUl wind 
up being scrubbed either on the House or 
Senate floor or through a presidential veto. 
If only the conservatives would loose their 
grip on loopholes and the liberals relax on 
lower business taxes, even Milton Friedman 
would agree that the entire country would 
benefit in a close Blpproximation or! a free 
lunch. 

OPPOSITION TO H.R. 8617, PARTISAN 
POLITICAL ACTnnTY BY CnnL 
SERVANTS 
<Mr. GUDE asked and was given per

mission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. GUDE. Mr. Speaker, I have con
sistently opposed H.R. 8617, a measure 
to undo-with few exceptions-the pres
ent prohibitions on partisan political ac
tivity by civil servants. 

I have objected to this measure on the 
grounds that civil servants themselves 
want to see these prohibitions retained 
in order to prevent embarrassing situa
tions in which political contributions 
may be expected of them by their own 
colleagues. 

I would like to share one of the most 
articulate discussions on the subject of 
coercion and how it works which ap
peared in the Washington Star's "Federal 
Column," on November 10: 
POTENTIAL FLAW SHOWN IN HATCH PROPOSAL 

(By John Cramer) 
A persuasive a.rgument against House-ap

proved legislation that would gut the Hatch 
Act, with its long-standing restrictions on 
partisan political activity by federal em
ployes, came the other day in testimony to 
the Senate Civil Service Committee by Carl 
F. Goodman, Civil Service Commission gen
eral counsel. 

Goodman pointed out that the House bill 
theoretically protects U.S. workers against 
political "coercion" by their superiors. Then 
he cited three examples to demonstrate the 
virtual impossib111ty of writing into law truly 
protective language: 

"A 'superior' is known to be actively cam
paigning for candidate X. One of his subor
dinates, who is generally known to be per
sonally close to the superior, or who is known 
to be the superior's 'right-hand man,' but ls 
not actually superior to the employes, ap
proaches other employes 1n front of the 
building, or in the parking lot, or at their 
residences, (note: the House blll prohibits 
fund solicitations in federal buildings) and 
solicits contributions for candidate X. 

"The solicited employes must decide if it 
is expedient for them to contribute or de
cline to contribute, being aware of the possi
bility that the superior may learn whether 
or not a contribution was made. 

"They would also be aware that it would be 
extremely difficult, if not for all practical 
purposes impossible, to prove that any par
ticular employe ~s promoted or passed over 
for promotion, because he made a political 
contribution or failed to. 

"There is no evidence to indicate that the 
superior instructed or even suggested to the 
subordinate that contributions should be so
licited ... unlikely that such evidence could 
be obtained." 

"An employe is aware of a vacancy which 
would be a promotion for h~m. He also ts 

aware that the person who will make these
lection is actively supporting a particular 
candidate. Add to that the fact that another 
employe who wlll be in competition for the 
vacancy is also working actively on behalf 
of the same candidate. · 

"Our first employe must now inake a de
cision with respect to his own activity. Can 
he really afford not to also campaign for that 
candidate·? Or can he afford to exercise his 
'right' of choice by actively campaigning for 
the opposition? 

"What is at play here is internal coercion
the employe is caught between the proverbial 
rock and the hard place. 

"Today he need not be concerned about 
making this no-win choice-he is hatched; 
he is protected." 

"How about the employe engaged in politi
cal management who suddenly finds that the 
opposition candidate is his boss; or worse yet 
that the candidate he just successfully 
helped defeat now is boss and is responsible 
for his promotions, work assignments, leave, 
etc.? 

"Are all political activists of such pure 
heart that they can and will completely over
look the fact that subordinates deprived 
them of elective offices they worked so hard 
to obtain?" 

SOLAR ELECTRICITY 
(Mr. GUDE asked and was given per

mission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include ex
traneous matter.) 

Mr. GUDE. Mr. Speaker, a recent ar
ticle in the Washington Post points out 
clearly the tremendous potential the de
velopment of photovoltaics has for our 
national energy policy and the difficulties 
solar cell manufacturers have had thus 
far with government bureaucracy and 
our unwillingness to look at fresh ap
proaches to energy supply. One of the 
major manufacturers of photovoltaic 
cells in the country, Solarex, is located in 
my district, and a recent visit there con
vinced me of the viability of the product. 
The problem of further reductions in 
cost is now closely related to the prob
lem of mass production which, especially 
for a small business such as Solarex, will 
inevitably depend on Government policy. 
Unfortunately, Government progress to 
date has been unimpressive. I hope that 
growing awareness of the solar poten
tial-which articles like ·~his do much to 
stimulate--will persuade the Govern
ment to move more agfiressively. The 
article follows: 

SOLAR CELL ENERGY 

(By David Morris) 
For over 20 years the United States has had 

the technology to use sunlight for the pro
duction of electricity. The·re is increasing 
evidence that within a decade such devices 
will cost no more than other means of gen
erating electric power and that they could 
produce significant quantities. Y~t govern
ment policy seems indifferent. 

The devices are called solar cells. Most 
solar cells are made from silicon which is 
made of ordinary sand. The cell is wafer thin 
and produces electricity when sunlight hits 
it. Developed primarily for the space program, 
these "power plants" were very costly in the 
1960's. Early in the 1970's, however, one small 
manufacturer began making solar cells for 
use on earth. Within two years the price had 
dropped by a factor of five. Although the 
price is stlll too high for widespread use (it 
1s now about 17 times the cost of traditionally 
generated electricity) , these cells are being 

sold, at a profit, for such uses as medical 
auxiliary stations, radio repeater units, high
way warning lights, and weather monitoring 
stations. They are used in places where it 
would be more expensive to install electric 
lines and are supplemented with storage 
batteries for cloudy days. 

Government reports, expert testimony and 
the manufacturers of solar cells agree that 
the technology works. In contrast to nuclear 
fusion or the breeder reactor we have in
creasing experience with its rellab111ty. The 
only obstacle to the widespread use of solar 
cells is their high cost. 

Everyone admits that the cost can only 
be reduced by creating a market large enough 
to permit the automated production of solar 
cells. More research and development funds 
are of no help at all. 

At present, the foremost cost component 
is labor. Yet, solar cells are semiconductor 
devices that are easier to manufacture than 
integrated circuits and that lend themselves 
readily to automation. Several manufactur-· 
ers as well as independent consultants have 
come up with remarkably similar charts that 
show how prices would drop as sales in
creased and production methods improved. 
The conclusion is that if the amount of solar 
cell produced electricity were tripled each 
year, the price would drop low enough for 
residential use within a decade and meet one 
percent of the nation's electricity. In 25 
years they could meet anywhere from 30 
percent to 100 percent of the country's need, 
depending on factors that have nothing to 
do with the cost or production of cells. The 
most important of · these factors is experi
enced personnel. 

These production tables are not based on 
romantic visions, but on experience in re
lated industries. 

In the early 1950's, the Defense Depart
ment was faced with a similar situation with 
respect to transistor development. The 
transistor was expensive-some 20 to 100 
times more expensive than the vacuum tube. 
The Defense Department, however, thought 
it important to develop the transistor for 
military reasons. With its help the price 
dropped by a factor of almost 100 within 
ten years. 

Unfortunately there is at present no such 
commitment on the part of the Defense De
partment to do the same with solar cells. 
One would think that national security P.rgu
ments are even more persuasive in this in
stance. Increased solar cell use would de
crease our reliance on foreign fuels. Solar 
cell devices can be built efficiently in small 
power units (as opposed to nuclear reactors 
which require large market areas) making 
our power supply less vulnerable to enemy 
attack. Quite possibly, too, they might halt 
the proliferation of nuclear plants with their 
potential for making weapons. Would it not 
be better to supply foreign countries with 
solar cells than nuclear reactors? 

Why doesn't the Defense Department con
sider the case for solar cells comparable to 
that of transistors? Why such lukewarm sup
port? 

Last June the Energy Research and Devel
opment Agency elevated solar energy to the 
same status as nuclear fusion and the breeder 
reactor. Yet funding for the coming year 
shows a gross disparity among the three. 
Equal priority is meaningless if solar energy 
gets only a fraction of the money the others 
get, if the chief energy official, Frank Zarb, 
publicly urges that nuclear energy be pushed 
aggressively, if the government is still intent 
on building one nuclear reactor a month for 
the next fifteen years and if the Federal En
ergy Administration sets up a special office 
to lobby for nuclear energy within the gov
ernment. 

Yet, the production versus cost tables show 
that the government could develop solar cell!: 
at minimal cost. 
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The first thing needed is a survey to find 

existing federal facilities where the use of 
solar cells would be economically feasible. 
Coast Guard officials agree, for example, that 
reliable solar cells could save them money 
on their 12,000 minor lighting systems and 
buoys. Their purchase alone would almost 
double the production of the infant industry 
a.nd almost surely lead to cost reductions. 

The trouble is that big government and 
big business do not yet know how to deal 
with the new device. Government reports 
consistently note that solar cell electricity 
will first become cost competitive for house
hold and community use. Yet government 
officials insist that the cell must be proven 
successful as compared with existing utility 
words systems. 

It also seems clear that the government 
does not like to deal with small business. 
Yet it is the small manufacturers who en
tered the field when the big boys were not 
interested, who have reduced the cost of 
solar electric power, who have gained experi
ence a.nd who have demonstrated that solar 
power is not just a dream. 

It therefore makes little sense that recent 
research and development contracts in the 
solar cell field have gone to large corpora
tions, such as General Electric .and Westing
house, which have no experience and enough 
capital of their own to enter the field with
out government assistance. These contracts 
are of much greater help to small manu
facturers who lack capital but have invested 
years of effort. 

First of all, a bewildered public needs a. 
great deal more honest information about 
the potential of solar generated electricity 
a.s an alternative to nuclear power. 

FEARS OF UNILATERAL ACTION 
REALIZED 

<Mr. GUDE asked and was given per
mission to extend his remarks at this 
point in the RECORD and to include extra
neous matter.) 

Mr. GUDE. Mr. Speaker, during debate 
on H.R. 200 to establish a 200-mile 
fisheries jurisdiction, I opposed the bill 
on the grounds that any unilateral 
action by the United States which leap
frogs current U.N. Law of the Sea 
negotiations would lead to more extreme 
jurisdictional claims by other nations 
acting to promote and protect their na
tional interests. Mexico's announcement 
on November 5 claiming exclusive eco
nomic rights within 200 miles of its shore 
and closing off the Gulf of California 
provides disturbing proof of my point. 
While H.R. 200 only proposes to extend 
U.S. control over fishing within the 200-
mile zone, Mexico intends to control all 
living and nonliving resources within the 
area. 

Although both the United States and 
Mexico's claims do not exceed the agree
ment which is expected to come from the 
Law of the Sea negotiations, a unilateral 
claim by an influential country like the 
United States, which in the past has 
opposed all such unilateral extensions, 
triggers a chain reaction which inevi
tably will result in other countries 
staking claims which do transgress the 
hard-won international consensus on the 
limits of national territorial and eco
nomic jurisdiction. 

When the United States unilaterally 
extended its jurisdiction over t.he con
tiguous Continental Shelf in 1945, Peru 
and Ecuador followed by claiming a 200-
mile territorial sea. These two countries 

are part of a small group of South Amer
ican countries called the "territorialists" 
which are strongly arguing for a 200-
mile territorial sea at the U.N. Law of the 
Sea Conference. However, they comprise 
only a small minority of the conference 
members, and their claim to a broad 
territorial sea can be controlled by the 
votes of the majority of the nations and 
by trading their interest in extending 
their territorial jurisdiction for other 
interests which are subject to conference 
negot.iations. 

There are no such checks and balances 
to protect varying interests of the many 
nations party to this conference, includ
ing our own, if claims of national juris
dictio:J. are made unilaterally rather than 
in the context of a comprehensive treaty 
which covers both national and interna
tional territory. The U.S. interests only 
suffer from unilateral action. Peru and 
Ecuador have seized our fishing boats 
"trespassing" within their claimed terri
torial waters, and Mexico's claim will 
affect our shrimp and tuna fishermen 
who have traditionally fished along Mex
ico's coast and our oil companies which 
are conducting tests from seismographic 
ships within 200 miles of Mexico's coast. 
Furthermore, our fisheries problem is 
being solved at the bargaining table 
where international agreements now in 
force are being renegotiated under terms 
which restrict all fishing to an allow
able catch such that present stocks off 
the U.S. coast will not be further de
pleted, and which significantly increase 
the U.S. portion of the allowable catch, 
and which protect U.S. fishing interests 
off the coasts of other nations. 

By passing H.R. 200, opponents fears 
are being realized. We have undermined 
existing protective fishery _ agreements, 
jeopardized future treaty negotiations, 
and led the way to further unilateral 
claims by other nations. 

The article from November 6 Wash
ington Post on Mexico's claim follows: 

MEXICAN SEA RIGHTS SET AT 200 MILES 
(By Ma.rlise Simons) 

MEXICO CITY, November 6.-Mexico an
nounced Wednesday the extension of its ju
risdiction offshore from 12 to 200 miles, 
claiming exclusive economic rights over the 
area and closing off the Gulf of California. 

These measures restrict foreign exploita
tion of fishing grounds or a.ny other natural 
resource within the 200-mlle zone. Unlike 
other major Latin American nations, Mexico, 
did not claim territorial rights over the a.ree.. 
Free passage of vessels, submarines, aircraft 
or underwater cables wlll therefore not be 
affected. 

Foreign Minister Emillo Ra.basa gave the 
announcement, made at a press conference, 
a strong political emphasis. He called the 
measure one of the most important events 
in Mexican history and "a. vindication of the 
large loss of Mexican territory in the past." 
With this measure, Rabasa said, Mexico re
gained an economic zone larger than the 
national territory itself. 

A number of major U.S. oil companies, in
cluding Exxon, MobU and Gulf, have been 
conducting tests from seismographic ships 
inside the new 200-mlle zone but beyond 
Mexico's continental shelf. r:t does not ex
tend the full 200 miles at any point. 

Part of the area. that the aU companies are 
interested in is presumably subjeot to nego
tiation because any U.S. claim of a 200-mile 
zone would create overlapping Mexican
American areas. 

New offshore oU finds are expected. Mexico 
is also exploring for oil in the Gulf and it al
ready has 35 offshore wells producing 30,000 
barrels a. day-5 per cent of the country's 
total on production. 

Although the blli was only signed by Mex
ican President Luis Echeverria Wednesday 
and requires a. constltwtiona.l amendment, it 
is certain to be passed by the Mexican legis
lature in the next few weeks. 

The Mexican claim will seriously a.ffeot 
fishermen from the United States, Ja.pa.n, and 
Cuba. who traditionally fish for shrimp a.nd 
tuna along Mexico's 6,250-mlle coast. 
Tra.w1ers from California, Texas, Louisiana 
and Florida are frequently seen at Mexico's 
offshore fishing grounds. 

Mexican fishermen have often complained 
that faster, more modern boats from other 
nart;lons get the larger share of fish and 
shrimp just outside and even within Mexi
can territorial waters. In 1970, the United 
States caught 250,000 tons of tuna in Mex
ico's vicinity, and Japan caught as much a.s 
350,000 tons, surpassing Mexico's own na
tional tuna-fishing fleet. 

Mexican Marine Secretary, Adm. Luis 
Bravo said that Mexico's fishing grounds 
would be patrolled in the future from air 
and sea and intruders within the 200-mile 
zone would be asked to leave. At present 
Mexico has about 100 patrol boats and a. small 
number of planes, but the marine secretary 
said "We are now elaborating a complete 
system of viglla.nce." 

Mexico announced, however, that it would 
sell commercial fishing licenses for species 
which it presently is unable to harvest com
pletely itself. This would imply that foreign 
tuna fishermen would be able to fish for 
tuna inside the 200-mile zone, but Mexico 
would not be likely to give licenses for shrimp 
fishing. Shrimp makes up 85 per cent of 
Mexico's seafood exports and is Mexico's 
fourth most valuable single export. 

The Gulf of California, 223 mlles wide at 
its mouth, wlll now cease to be internationa.J 
water. 

GENERAL LEAVE 
Mr. MINETA. Mr. Speaker, I ask 

unanimous consent that all Members 
may be permitted to include extraneous 
material in their remarks on House 
Resolution 855 relating to the United 
Nations and Zionism which was agreed to 
earlier today. 

The SPEAKER pro tempore <Mr. 
SHARP). Is there objection to the request 
of the gentleman from California? 

There was no objection. 

LEAVE OF ABSENCE 
By unanimous consent, leave of ab

sence was granted to: 
Mr. GILMAN, for November 10, 1975, on 

account of cross-country tour by a bi
partisan delegation of New York Con
gressmen to gain support for legislation 
for New York City. 

Mr. EsHLEMAN <at the request of Mr. 
RHODES), for today and the balance of 
the week, on account of illness. 

SPECIAL ORDERS GRANTED 

By unanimous consent, permission to 
address the House, following the legisla
tive program and any special orders 
heretofore entered, was granted to: 

(The following Members <at the re
quest of Mr. LAGOMARSINO) to revise and 
extend their remarks and include ex
traneous material:) 
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Mr. KEMP, for 15 minutes, today. 
Mr. BELL, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. RINALDO, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. SHRIVER, for 5 minutes, today. 
(The following Members (at the re-

quest of Mr. MINETA) to revise and ex
tend their remarks and include extrane
ous material: ) 

Mr. MEZVINSKY, for 30 minutes, today. 
Mr. GoNZALEZ, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. WoLFF, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. BRADEMAS, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mr. VANIK, for 60 minutes, today. 
Mr. REuss, for 10 minutes, today. 
Mr. DOMINICK V. DANIELS, for 5 min· 

utes, today. 
Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of California, 

for 10 minutes, today. 
Mr. Moss, for 5 minutes, today. 
Ms. HOLTZMAN, for 10 minutes, today. 
Ms. ABZUG, for 10 minutes, today. 
Mr. BINGHAM, for 10 minutes, toC:ay. 
Mr. DIGGS, for 5 minutes, today. 
Mrs. CoLLINS of Dlinois, for 5 minutes 

today. 
Mr. RoGERS, for 5 minutes, today. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
By unanimous consent, permission to 

revise and extend remarks was granted 
to: 

Mr. ROSTENKOWSKI, and to include 
extraneous matter notwithstanding the 
fact that it exceeds two pages of the 
REcoRD and is estimated by the Public 
Printer to cost $1,215.50. 

Mr. BRADEMA~, and to include ex
traneous material· notwithstanding the 
fact that it exceeds two pages of the 
REcORD and is estimated by the Public 
Printer to cost $1,001. 

Mr. NEDZI in two instances and include 
extraneous matter. 

Ms. ABZUG, after the last vote on the 
conference report. 

Mr. O'NEILL to revise and extend his 
remarks and include extraneous matter 
following the reading of H. Res. 855 
today. 

Mr. MITCHELL of Maryland following 
the vote on House Resolution 855 today. 

<The following Members (at the re
quest of Mr. LAGOMARSINO) and to in
clude extraneous matter:) 

Mr. BUCHANAN. 
Mr. KEMP in three instances. 
Mr. CRANE. 
Mr. SEBELIUS. 
Mr. KAsTEN in two instances. 
Mr. FRENZEL in two instances. 
Mr. BURKE of Florida. 
Mr. DERWINSKI in three instances. 
Mr. LENT. 
Mr. RINALDO. 
Mr. BELL. 
Mr. LAGOMARSINO in two instances. 
(The following Members <at the re-

quest of Mr. MINETA) and to include 
extraneous matter:) 

Mr. GoNZALEZ in three instances. 
Mr. ANDERSON of California in three 

instances. 
Mr. DIGGs. 
Mr. MATSUNAGA. 
Mr. MAZZOLI in two instances. 
Mr. MILLER of California in two in

stances. 
Mr. JoNES of Oklahoma. 

Mr. CORNELL. 
Mr. RosE. 
Mr. VANIK in two instances. 
Mr. STARK. 
Mr. ROYBAL. 
Mr. DRINAN in 10 instances. 
Mr. ErLBERG in 10 instances. 
Mr. OBEY in 10 instances. 
Mr. STOKES in two instances. 
Mr. WoN PAT in two instances. 
Mr. JOHN L. BURTON. 
Mr. CONYERS. 
Mr. BLANCHARD in three instances. 
Mr. ROSENTHAL in 10 instances. 
Mr. RANGEL in two instances. 
Mr. SIMON in two instances. 
Mr. MINISH in two instances. 
Mr. RIEGLE in two instances. 
Mr. TRAXER. 
Mr. FORD of Michigan. 
Mr. KocH in five instances. 
Mr. SCHEUER. 
Mr. BoLAND. 
Mr. OTTINGER. 
Mr. LLOYD of California. 
Mr. YOUNG of Georgia. 
Mr. BINGHAM. 
Mrs. SPELLMAN. 
Mr. 0BERSTAR. 
Mr.MINETA. 

SENATE BILLS REFERRED 
Bills of the Senate of the following 

titles were taken from the Speaker's 
table and, under the rule, referred as 
follows: 

S. 690. An act for the relief of Sheila J. 
Phelps; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

S. 1494. An act for the relief of Paul W. 
Williams; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

ADJOURNMENT 
Mr. MEZVINSKY. Mr. Speaker, I move 

that the House do now adjourn. 
The motion was agreed to; accordingly 

(at 6 o'clock and 32 minutes p.m.), the 
House adjourned until tomorrow, 
Wednesday, November 12, 1975, at 12 
o'clock noon. 

EXECUTIVE COMMUNICATIONS, 
ETC. 

Under clause 2 of rule ~IV, executive 
communications were taken from the 
Speaker's table and referred as follows: 

2030. A letter from the Director, Office of 
Management and Budget, Executive Office of 
the President, transmitting the cumulative 
report on rescissions and deferrals for No
vember 1975, pursuant to Executive Order 
11845 and section 1014(e} of the Congres
sional Budget and Impoundment Control 
Act of 1974 (H. Doc. No. 94-304}; to the 
Committee on Appropriations and ordered 
to be printed. 

2031. A letter from the President of the 
United States, transmitting notice of his 
intention to designate additional beneficiary 
developing countries and territories for pur
poses of the Generalized System of Prefer
ence provided for in title V of the Trade 
Act of 1974, pursuant to section 502(a) (1} 
of the act (H. Doc. 94-305); to the Com
mittee on Ways and Means and ordered to 
be printed. 

2032. A letter from the Secretary of Agri
culture, transmitting a report of a viola- , 
tion of the Antideficiency Act by the Forest 

Service, pursuant to section 3679 of the 
Revised Statutes, as amended (31 U.S.C. 665); 
to the Committee on Appropriations. 

2033. A letter from the Assistant Secretary 
of Defense, transmitting a report on the 
value of property, supplies, and commodi
ties provided by the Berlin Magistrate, azrd 
under the German offset Agreement for the 
quarter July 1, 1975 through September 30, 
1975, pursuant to section 819 of Public Law 
93-437; to the Cc;>mmittee on Appropriations. 

2034. A letter from the Secretary of the 
Army, transmitting the annual report of the 
U.S. Soldiers' and Airmen's Home for fiscal 
year 1974 and a copy of the report of the 
Annual General Inspection of the Home, 
1975, by the Inspector General of the Army, 
pursuant to the act approved March 3, 1883, 
as amended [24 U.S.C. 59, 60]; to the Com
mittee on Armed Services. 

2035. A letter from the Director, Office 
of Management and Budget, Executive Of
fice of the President, transmitting the cur
rent services estimates for fiscal year 1977, 
pursuant to the Congressional Budget and 
Impoundment Control Act of 1974 (Public 
Law 93-344) (H. Doc. No. 94-306); to the 
Committee on the Budget and ordered to be 
printed with illustrations. 

2036. A letter from the Acting Executive 
Secretary to the Department of Health, Edu
cation, and Welfare, transmitting notice of 
proposed final regulations relating to librar
ies, learning resources, educational innova
tion, and support (title IV of the Elementary 
and Secondary Education Act of 1965), pur
suant to section 431(d} (1) of the General 
Education Provisions Act, as amended; to 
the Committee on Education and Labor. 

2037. A letter from the Deputy Assistant 
Secretary of the Interior, transmitting a copy 
of a proposed contract with Massachusetts 
Institute of Technology, Francis Bitter Na
tional Magnet Laboratory, Cambridge, Mass., 
for a research project entitled "Magnetite 
Recovery in Coal Washing by High Gradient 
Magnetic Separation," pursuant to section 
1(d) of Public Law 89-672; to the Committee 
on Interior and Insular Affairs. 

2038. A letter from the Vice President of 
Government Affairs, National Railroad Pas
senger Corporation, transmittin~~: the finan
cial reports of the Corporation for the months 
of June and July 1975, pursuant to section 
308 (a) ( 1} of the Rail Passenger Service Act 
of 1970, as amended; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

REPORTS OF COMMITrEES ON PUB
LIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 2 of rule XIII, reports of 
committees were delivered to the Clerk 
for printing and reference to the proper 
calendar, as follows: 

Mr. HAYS of Ohio: Committee on House 
Administration s. 95. An act to guarantee 
the constitutional right to vote and to pro
vide uniform procedures for absentee voting 
in Federal elections in the case of citizens 
outside the United States; with amendment 
(Rept. No. 94-649}. Referred to the Commit
tee of the Whole House on the State of the 
Union. 

Mr. SISK: Committee on Rules. House Res
olution 859. Resolution providing for the con
sideration of H.R. 7863. A bill to amend the 
Farm Credit Act of 1971 to authorize the Fed
eral Farm Credit Board to fix the compensa
tion of the Governor and Deputy Governors 
of the Farm Credit Administration (Rept. No. 
94-650) . Referred to the House Calendar. 

Mr. MOAKLEY: Committee on Rules. 
House Resolution 860. Resolution providing 
for the consideration of H.R. 10031. A bill to 
amend the Defense Production Act of 1950 
(Rept. No. 94--651). Referred to the House 
Calendar. 



November 11, 1975 CONGRESSIONAL RECORD- HOUSE 36007 
Mr. BOLLING: Committee on Rules. House 

Resolution 861. Resolution providing for the 
consideration of H.R. 10585. 

A bill to increase the temporary debt limi
tation until March 15, 1976 (Rept. No. 94-
652}. Referred to the House Calendar. 

PUBLIC BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 

Under clause 5 of rule X and clause 4 
of rule XXII, public bills and resolutions 
were introduced and severally referred 
as follows: 

By Mr. ASHBROOK: 
H.R. 10667. A bill to reduce payments to 

the United Nations and its affiliated agencies; 
to the Committee on International Relations. 

By Mr. BEARD of Rhode Island: 
H.R. 10668. A bill to amend title II of the 

Social security Act to increase the amount of 
outside earnings permitted each year from 
$2,520 per yea.r to $6,000 per year without 
deductions from benefits thereunder; to the 
Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. BENITEZ (for himself, Mr. 
BADU.LO, Mr. MOORHEAD of Pennsyl
vania, Mr. EMERY, Mr. RODINO, Mr. 
DE LUGO, Mr. PRICE, Mr. 0TI'INGER, 
Mr. DE LA GARZA, Mr. NIX, Mr. MELCH
ER, Mr. RoE, Mr. THOMPSON, Mr. 
RANQEL, Mr. VANDERVEEN, Mr. DER
WINSKI, Mrs. CHISHOLM, Mr. HAR
RINGTON, Mrs. BURKE of California, 
Mr. HoRTON, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. HAWK
INS, and Mr. WON PAT) : 

H.R. 10669. A bill to provide Federal assist
ance to the Commonwealth of Puerto Rico 
for the construction of a youth recreation 
center in honor of Roberto Clemente; jointly 
to the Committees on Interior and Insular 
A1Iairs, and Government Operations. 

By Mr. BOWEN: . 
H.R. 10670. A b111 to amend X section 216 

of the Flood Control Act of 1950; to the Com
mittee on Public Works and Transportation. 

By Mr. PHILLIP BURTON: 
H.R. 10671. A bill to amend the Immigra

tion and Nationality Act to permit more per
sons to immigrate from colonies of foreign 
states; to the Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. CORNELL (for himself, Mr. 
BAUCUS, Mr. BEDELL, Mr. BRODHEAD, 
Mr. EDGAR, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. McHuGH, 
Mr. OTrrNGER, Mr. SIMoN, Mr. TsoN
GAS, and Mr. WmTH) : 

H.R. 10672. A b111 to provide public financ
ing of primary and general elections for the 
Senate and the House of Representatives; to 
the Committee on House Administration. 

By Mr. DUNCAN of Tennessee: 
H.R. 10673. A b111 to amend the provisions 

of the Socia.l security Act to consolidate the 
wages by employers for income tax withhold
ing and old-age, survivors, and disabntty in· 
surance purposes and for other purposes; to 
the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. HANSEN: 
H.R. 10674. A b111 to revise the Renego

tiation Act of 1951; to the Committee on 
Banking, Currency and Housing. 

By Mr. HARRIS (for himself, Mr. 
0BERSTAR, Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of 
California, and Mr. YOUNG of 
Alaska): 

H.R. 10675. A bill to amend title 5, United 
States Code, to eliminate the President's au
thority to submit to the Congress a.lternative 
comparabntty pay plans for Federal employ
ees, and for other purposes; to the Commit
tee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. HARRIS (for himself, Mr. 
BLANCHARD, Mr. RIEGLE, and Mr. 
0BERSTAR): 

H.R. 10676. A b111 to provide that the rates 
of pay for Members of Congress shall be the 
rates in effect on September 30, 1975, untU 
such time as they are fixed otherwise by law, 

and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. HOWARD: 
H.R. 10677. A bill to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to exempt nonprofit 
volunteer firefighting or rescue organizations 
from the Federal excise taxes on gasoline, 
diesel fuel, and certain other articles and 
services; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. LEHMAN (for himself, Mr. 
SIMON, Mr. WHITE, Mr. DOMINICK V. 
DANIELS, Mr. HARRIS, Mrs. SPELLMAN, 
Mr. MINETA, Mr. JENRETI'E, and Mr. 
UDALL): 

H.R. 10678. A blll to provide for the rein
statement of civil service retirement survivor 
annuities for certain widows and widowers 
whose remarriages occurred before July 18, 
1966, and for other purposes; to the Commit
tee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. MATSUNAGA (for himself, Mr. 
D'AMOURS, and Mr. CLEVELAND): 

H.R. 10679. A bill to provide for the exclu
sion of industrially funded personnel in com
puting the total number of civ111an person
nel authorized by law for the Department 
of Defense in any fiscal year; to the Commit
tee on Armed Services. 

By Mr. MINISH (for himself, Mr. 
MITCHELL of Maryland, Mr. DERRICK, 
Mr. HAYEs of Indiana, Mr. GoN
ZALEZ, Mr. ST GERMAIN, Mr. EvANS 
of Indiana, Mr. McKINNEY, Mr. JoHN 
L. BURTON, Mr. BROOKS, and Mr. 
REUSS): 

H.R. 10680. A b111 to revise and extend the 
Renegotiation Act of 1951; to the Committee 
on Banking, Currency and Housing. 

By Mr. MOTTL (for himself and Mr. 
EMERY): 

H.R. 10681. A bill to amend the Internal 
Revenue Code of 1954 to deny the charitable 
deduction for contributions of certain gov
ernmental publications by treating such 
publtcations as not being capital assets; 
to the Committee on Ways and Means. 

By Mr. NOWAK (for himself, Mr. 
BADILLO, Mr. HARRINGTON, Mr. KEMP, 
Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. McHuGH, Mr. 
0TrrNGER, and Mr. RINALDO): 

H.R. 10682. A b111 to amend the Bank
ruptcy Act to provide emergency relief under 
certain circumstances to political subdivi
sions who are creditors of railroads; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

By Mr. OTTINGER: 
H.R. 10683. A b111 to provide that meetings 

of Government agencies shall be open to the 
public, and for other purposes; to the Com
mittee on Government Operations. 

By Mr. PRESSLER: 
H.R. 10684. A b111 to provide primarily for 

the reduction of soil blowing; and to control 
snow deposition and conserve moisture; to 
protect crops, orchards, and livestock; to pro
vide food and cover for wildlife; to conserve 
energy; to increase the natural beauty of the 
landscape; and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Agriculture. 

By Mr. ROE: 
H.R. 10685. A blll to amend the Internal 

Revenue Code of 1954 to provide an addi
tional personal exemption of $750 for indi
viduals serving in certain volunteer organi
zations providing flrefighting, ambulance, or 
rescue services; to the Committee on Ways 
and Means. 

By Mr. SIMON (for himself and Mr. 
. McKAY): 

H.R. 10686. A bill to amend title 13, United 
States Code, to require that population cen
sus records be transferred to the National 
Archives within 50 years after a census, and 
that such records be made available after 
75 years to persons conducting research for 
genealogica.l or other proper purposes; to the 
Committee on Post Office and Civil Service. 

By Mr. SLACK: 
H.R. 10687. A bill to provide authority to 

institute emergency measures to minimize 
the adverse effects of natural gas shortages, 
to provide authority to allocate propane, to 
regulate commerce to assure increased sup
plies of natural gas at reasonable prices for 
consumers, and for other purposes; to the 
Committee on Interstate and Foreign Com
merce. 

By Mr. STOKES (for himself, Mr. 
GAYDOS, Mr. MELCHER, Mr. MOAKLEY, 
Mr. RAILSBACK, and Ms. ScHROEDER): 

H.R. 10688. A b111 to require that discharge 
certificates issued to members of the armed 
forces not indicate the conditions or reasons 
for discharge, to limit the separation of en
listed members under conditions other than 
honorable, and to improve the procedures for 
the review of discharges and dismissals; to 
the Committee on Armed services. 

By Mr. WAGGONNER: 
H.R. 10689. A blll to amend the Tariff 

Schedules of the United States with respect 
to jewelry; to the Committee on Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of Cali
fornia: 

H.R. 10690. A b111 to repeal the Congres
sional Budget Act of 1974; to the Committee 
on Rules. 

By Mr. HEINZ (for himself, Mr. BA
DILLO, Mr. BRODHEAD, Mr. COHEN, Mr. 
DU PONT, Mr. EILBERG, Mr. GUDE, Mr. 

'HARRINGTON, Mr. MOTTL, Mr. NEAL, 
Mr. RUSSO, Mr. STARK, Mr. THOKE, 
Mr. TREEN, and Mr. WHITEHURST) : 

H.R. 10691. A blll to amend title 18 of the 
United States Code; to the Committee on the 
Judicla.ey. 

By Mr. HEINZ (for himself, Mr. BE
DELL, Mr. BEVILL, Mr. BROWN of Ca.li
fornia, Mr. CARR, Mr. CORNELL, Mr. 
DUNCAN of Oregon, Mr. EDGAR, Mr. 
FORD of Tennessee, Mr. FRENZEL, Mr. 
GRADISON, Mr. LAFALCE, Mr. PATI'ISON 
of New York, and Mr. REEs): 

H.R. 10692. A b111 to amend title 18 of the 
United States Code; to the Committee on 
the Judiciary. 

By Mr. HORTON: 
H.R. 10693. A bill to amend section 141 of 

title 10, United States Code, to require that 
the Secretaries of the military departments 
be kept fully and currently informed regard
ing a.ll matters considered and acted upon by 
the Joint Chiefs of Staff; to the Committee 
on Armed Services. 

By Mr. RINALDO (for himself and Mr. 
FLORIO): 

H.R. 10694. A bill to amend the Regional 
Rail Reorganization Act of 1973 in order to 
authorize and direct the Secretary of Trans· 
portation to make certain State and local tax 
payments on behalf of railroads in reorgani
zation; to the Committee on Interstate and 
Foreign Commerce: 

By Mr. STGERMAIN: 
H.R. 10695. A bill to provide for loans for 

the establishment and/or construction of 
municipal, low-cost, nonprofit clinics for 
the spaying and neutering of dogs and cats, 
and for other purposes; to the Committee on 
Interstate and Foreign Commerce. 

By Mr. STAGGERS (by request): 
H.R. 10696. A b111 to provide for the pres

ervation of existing patterns of service by 
railroads and of existing railroad trackage 
in areas in which fossil fuel natural resources 
are located; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

H.R. 10697. A bUI to amend the Regional 
RaU Reorganization Act of 1973 to proviqe 
for a more flexible capital structure for the 
Consolidated Rail Corporation, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Foreign Commerce. 

H.R. 10698. A bUl to amend the Regional 
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Rail Reorganization Act of 1973 to provide 
for the purchase of securities of the Con
solidated Ra.ll Corporation, and for other 
purposes; to the Committee on Interstate 
and Forelgn Commerce. 

By Mr. STOKES: 
H.R. 10699. A bill to prohibit psychosur

gery in federally connected health care fa
cllities; jointly to the Committees on Inter
state and Foreign Commerce, and Ways and 
Means. 

By Mr. O'NEILL (for himself, Mr. 
RHODES, and Mr. BUCHANAN): 

H. Con. Res. 475. Concurrent resolution 
relating to the United Nations and Zionism; 
jointly to the Committees on International 
Relations, and Rules. 

By Mr. PRESSLER: 
H. Con. Res. 476. Concurrent resolution 

expressing the sense of Congress that voca
tional education shall be treated equally with 
other education; jointly to the Committees 
on Education and Labor, and Veterans' 
Affairs. 

By Mr. ROSENTHAL: 
H. Con. Res. 477. Concurrent resolution 

relating to the United Nations and Zionism; 
to the Committee on International Relations. 

By Mr. ROUSSELOT: 
H. Con. Res. 478. Concurrent resolution 

revising the congressional budget for the 
U.S. Government for the fiscal year 1976, 
and directing certain reconclliation action; 
to the Committee on the Budget. · 

By Mr. GILMAN (for himself, Mr. 
LrrroN, Mr. ROSENTHAL, Mr. Mc
DADE, Mr. KASTEN, Mr. MAzZOLI, Mrs. 
ScHROEDER, Mr. EDGAR, Mr. SoLARZ, 
Mr. McHUGH, Mr . . WALSH, Mr. 
KETCHUM, Mr. PATTISON of New 
York, Mr. MACDONALD of Massachu
setts, Mr. ARcHER, Mr. HuGHES, Mr. 
BEDELL, Mr. LENT, Mr. HANNAFORD, 
Mr. CHARLES H. WILSON of California, 
Mr. CoHEN, Mr. !CHORD, Mr. BAR
BANES, and Mrs. HOLT): 

H. Res. 856. Resolution to express the sense 
of the House of Representatives that the 
President should, upon visiting the People's 
Republic of China,, request that appropriate 
Chinese officials use their good offices to ob
tain a full and complete accounting of mem
bers of the U.S. Armed Forces missing in 
action and confined as prisoners of war in 
Southeast Asia and of all American civilian 
personnel who are listed as missing in South
east Asia and should, upon his return to the 
United States, report back to the Congress 
on the results of his request; to the Commit
tee on International Relations. 

By Mr. STARK: 
H. Res. 857. Resolution expr'essing the sense 

of the House of Representatives relative to 
limiting arms sales; to the Committee on 
International Relations. 

EXTENSIONS OF REMARKS 
By Mr. WOLFF (for himself and Mr. 

MONTGOMERY): 
H. Res. 858. Resolution to establish the 

Vietnam veteran congressional in tern pro
gram in the House of Representatives; to the 
Committee on House Administration. 

MEMORIALS 
Under clause 4 of rule XXII, memorials 

were presented and referred as follows: 
275. The SPEAKER presented a memorial 

of the Legislature of the Territory of Guam, 
relative to voting representation in the U.S. 
House of Representatives; to the Committee 
on the Judiciary. 

PRIVATE BILLS AND RESOLUTIONS 
Under clause 1 of rule XXII, private 

bills and resolutions were introduced and 
severally referred as follows: . 

Ms. ABZUG introduced a blll (H.R. 10700) 
for the relief of Antoni B. Wojcicki; to the 
Committee on the Judiciary. 

AMENDMENTS 
Under clause 6 of rule xxrn, pro

posed amendments were submitted as 
follows: 

H. RES. 861 
By Mr. ANDERSON of Illinois: 

An amendment in the nature of a sub
stitute to House Resolution 861 (providing 
for the consideration of the bill H.R. 10585) : 

Resolved, That upon the adoption of this 
resolution it shall be in order to move, Rule 
XI, clause 2(1) (6) to the contrary notwith
standing, that the House resolve itself into 
the Committee of the Whole House on the 
State of the Union for the consideration of 
the bill (H.R. 10585) to increase the tempo
rary debt limitation until March 15, 1976, 
and all points of order against said bill for 
failure to comply with the provisions of 
clause 5, Rule XXI, are hereby waived. After 
general debate, which shall be confined to 
the bill and shall continue not to exceed 1 
hour, to be equally divided and controlled 
by the chairman and ranking minority mem
ber of the Committee on Ways and Means, 
the b111 shall be read for amendment under 
the five-minute rule. It shall be in order 
to consider without the intervention of any 
point of order the following amendment if 
offered as a new section at the end of the 
bill H.R. 10585: "Sec. 8. Maximum outlays 
under the Budget of the United States 
Government for the fiscal year begin
ning October 1, 1976, shall not exceed $395,-
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000,000,000, provided, that nothing in this 
section shall be construed as to preclude an 
adjustment in this outlay ceiling under pro
cedures established by the Congressional 
Budget and Impoundment Control Act of 
1974 (31 U.S.C. 1301), should changed eco
nomic conditions warrant such an adjust
ment.", but said amendment shall not be 
subject to amendment. At the conclusion of 
the consideration of H.R. 10585 for amend
ment, the Committee shall rise and report 
the bill to the House with such amendments 
as may have been adopted, and the previous 
question shall be considered as ordered on 
the bill and amendments thereto to final 
passage without intervening motion except 
one motion to recommit. 

H. CON. RES. 466 
By Mr. ROUSSELOT: 

Strike all after the resolving clause and 
insert the following: 

That the Congress hereby determines and 
declares, pursuant to section 310(a) of the 
Congressional Budget Act of 1974, that for 
the fiscal year beginning on July 1, 1975--

( 1) the recommended level of Federal 
revenues is $301,800,000,000, and the House 
Committee on Ways and Means and the Sen
ate Committee on Finance are directed to 
determine and recommend changes in laws, 
bills, or resolutions to decrease Federal reve
nues by approximately $5,400,000,000; 

(2) the appropriate level of total new 
budget authority is $328,500,000,000, and the 
House Committee on Appropriations and the 
Senate Committee on Appropriations are di
rected to determine and recommend changes 
tn laws, bills, or resolutions to decrease total 
budget authority by approximately $60,000,-
000,000; and the House Committee on Ways 
and Means and the Senate Committee on 
Finance are directed to determine and recom
mend changes in laws, bills, or resolutions to 
decrease total new budget authority by ap
proximately $12,000,000,000; 

(3) the appropriate level of total budget 
outlays is $301,800,000,000, and the House 
Committee on Appropriations and .the Senate 
Committee on Appropriations are directed to 
determine and recommend changes in laws, 
b1lls, or resolutions to decrease total budget 
outlays by approximately $60,000,000,000; and 
the House Committee on Ways and Means 
and the Senate Committee on Finance are 
directed to determine and recommend 
changes in laws, b1lls, or resolutions to de
crease total budget outlays by approximately 
$12,000,000,000; 

(4) the amount of the deficit in the 
budget which is appropriate in the light -of 
economic conditions and all other relevant 
factors is $0; and 

(5) the appropriate level of the public 
debt is $548,400,000,000. 

E·XTE.NSIONS OF REMARKS 
CENSUS RECORDS BilL 

HON. PAUL SIMON 
OF ILLINOIS 

IN THE HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES 

Tuesday, November 11, 1975 

Mr. SIMON. Mr. Speaker, the bill I am 
introducing today will settle a growing 
eontroversy over the future disposition 
and use of population census records-a 
controversy which threatens to make 
them inaccessible for legitimate re
search. 

Presently the National Archives has 
in its custody the census records through 
1950. In accordance with a written agree-

ment between the Director of the Bureau 
of the Census and the Archivist of the 
United States in 1952, the Archivist has 
been permitting qualified genealogists, 
historians and researchers to examine 
these census records 72 years after the 
enumeration date. 

This has allowed medical research into 
such areas as genetic diseases and the 
hereditary traits of cancer. It has ena'!:>led 
historians to trace the history of immi
grant families; the movement of Ameri
cans to exploit economic opportunities; 
the correlation between economy, social 
and ethnic groups and political prefer
ences; and many other important fac
tors of our early history. And the Archiv
ist's discretion in making these records 

available has given genealogists an irre
placeable tool in their search for ances
tors, while insuring that the integrity of 
the information was not abused. 

I believe it is important that these in
valuable tools for research continue to 
be made available under the careful and 
responsible eye of the Archivist of the 
United States. 

That availability has been threatened 
recently, however, by the sensitivity of 
the Bureau of the Census to the growing 
issue of privacy. The release of the 1910 
records was delayed by Census Bureau 
objections until the Attorney General 
ruled that the release was valid, and since 
then the Census Bureau has encouraged 
legislative efforts to end the informal ar-
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